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oo Master or tHE Rotts has appointed Mr. G. B. RasuizreH 
“whis secretary. Mr. Rasutxten held the position of principal 
secretary to the late Master of the Rotts. 
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oir REVISION and consolidation of all the orders relating to the 
a Division which have been retained from the old practice, 
ON, Be, jsbeing actively prosecuted under the direction of the Statute Law 


Revision Commission. 
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‘Tuer Is some rpEA that the Rule Committee of Judges may 
gomplete the consideration of the draft rules at their sitting next 
y, but the probabilities point to another meeting being 


necessary for this purpose. 
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‘We print elsewhere the order for transfer of Lord Justice Fry’s 
tauses to Mr. Justice Pxansoy, which also allows writs to be 
‘mal for the latter learned judge. It is understood that Mr. 
stice Pearson will not part with all the actions which up to the 
pof this order have been transferred to him for trial or hearing 
tly, but will retain some few of them in which the counsel 
pnotising before him have received their briefs. 
why 
~ Ira vnvenstoop that Mr. Justice Norrn is to succeed Mr. Justice 
fy; and that Mr. A. L. Surrn, who has been appointed a judge 
tithe High Court, will be attached to the Queen’s Bench Division. 
The new judge has, until his appointment, filled an office from 
Which numerous promotions have been made to the judicial bench, 
and he will bring to his duties the experience derived from a 
large practice. If the rule is to become inflexible that the junior 
.. to the Treasury is in due course to succeed to a seat upon 
he bench, it is to be hoped that some care will be used in the 
thoice of a successor to that office. 
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| _Waen tue Granp Commirree upon the Bankruptcy Bill held 
their first meeting on Monday notices of over 500 amendments, 
filling thirty-seven pages of printed matter, had been set down 
_ tr consideration. At the conclusion of the sitting for the day 
tily twenty of the amendments had been disposed of, the Com- 

| Miittee adjourning, after a four hours’ sitting, before disposing of 
@ amendment by Mr. Arruvr O’Connor to substitute fourteen 
ays for three days in clause 4, sub-clause 1 (/f.), as the time for 
ich a bankruptcy notice must be served before constituting an 

act of brary A No amendment to the Bill of any consequence 

on 


0UBT Was carried on day. It was announced that the committee 
a sit every Monday and Friday at twelve o’clock, Tuesdays and 

ys being reserved for the sittings of the Grand Committee 

RTS, - Mlegal Bills. Several other amendments on the clause enumera- 
fing acts of bankruptcy (clause 4) have been set down for 

‘ consideration, and, since the list of amendments contained in the 





thirty-seven pages of printed matter was printed, notices of other 
‘tmendments to different provisions in the Bill have been handed 
i. Some weeks, therefore, are likely to elapse before the Bill 
| Bets through Committee. 

















ce, did not completely fulfil the high expectations which 












| Appellant; Bullock, R 
Tr cannor pe pentep that Mr. Justice Fry, as a judge of first | 


were entertained at the time of his appointment. But his judicial 
career has, notwithstanding, shown that he s some qualities 
which are of the first importance in a bourt of Appeal. In 
knowledge of real property and equity law he is probably not 
surpassed by any judge on the bench; and this remark is applic- 
able, not merely to knowledge of cases, but to grasp of principles. 
His mind is naturally both clear and subtle, and the rapidity 
of movement which is apt to make a clear and subtle mind 
think that all argument which does not immediately convince 
it is foolish, and which often makes its actions so rash, 

uncertain, and dangerous, encounters a wholesome check when it 
acts in company with colleagues equal in mental power and in 
judicial rank, and of more mature experience. It may be said of 
this quickness of intellect, as the proverb says of fire, that it isa good 

servant, though a bad master, and the same might be said of that ' 
wide general knowledge for which the new lord justice is noted, 

and which, though it forms of itself no recommendation to 

judicial office, is of undeniable service when, as was the case with 

the late Master of the Rotts, it is governed by knowledge of law 

and common sense. 





Ir 1s statep in the reports of Clarke v. Bradlaugh that Lord 
Denman joined Lord Btacksven in dissenting from the judgment 
of the majority of the House of Lords in that case. The status 
of Lord Denman and other lay peers is on this wise. At common 
law, all peers, spiritual as well as temporal, are entitled to vote on 
appeals. This right of voting was at one time exercised by all 
peers indiscriminately, but gradually, by tacit consent of the 
House, became limited to the law lords, the last occasion on which 
the lay peers voted in any numbers on an appeal being in 1783, in 
the case of the Bishop of London v. Fytche (1 East, 487). It was, 
however, clear law until 1876 that appeals could be entertained by 
the House although not a single law lord should be present. In 
1876, the Appellate Jurisdiction Act assimilated law to practice by 
the enactment that an appeal should not be heard unless at least 
three ‘lords of appeal” should be present, lords of appeal being 
the Lord Chancellor, the lords of appeal in ordinary to be appointed 
under the Act, and “such peers as are, for the time being, holding, 
or have held, any of the offices in the Act described as high judicial 
offices ”—that is (see section 25), the office of Lord Chancellor, 
paid judge of the Judicial Committee, or judge of either of the 
Supreme Courts of England or Ireland, or of the Court of Session 
in Scotland. But the Act carefully abstains from depriving peers 
not qualified to be on the above quorum of their common law right 
to vote. It is a question for those in authority to consider whether 
an amendment of the Act ought not to be made at once. 





Ir nas BEEN staTeD that “the idea was for some time enter- 
tained of sending the Commission down for the Queen’s signature 
immediately after the passage” of the Explosives Bill, and 
“suspending the sitting of the two Houses until the return of 
the messenger, so as to make the measure operative before day- 
break, but this design had to be abandoned in consequence of the 
absence of certain officials who had not anticipated the 
emergency.” It may be satisfactory to point out that, as the 
House of Lords did not pass the Bill until twenty-five minutes 
before midnight, only twenty-five minutes were lost by this delay. 
An Act of Parliament becomes law as soon as the day on which it 
receives the Royal assent commences, so that any event during 
that day is considered, by a fiction of law, to take after the 
Royal assent was given. So it was decided by the Queen’s Bench 
Division of the High Court some six years in Tomlinson, 
t (L. R. 4 Q. B. D. 230), m 
which it was held that a child born on the day of the passing of 
the Bastardy Act, 1872, came within its provisions. To the 
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extent of about twelve hours, therefore, the Explosives Act is 
retrospective. Before 1793 all statutes actually related back to 
the first day of the session in which they were passed, but in that 
year the statute 33 Geo. 3, e. 13, entitled ‘An Act to prevent 
Acts of Parliament from taking effect from a time prior to the 
passing thereof,” did away with a state of things so “liable 
to produce,” so runs the preamble, “‘ great and manifest injustice.” 





A pectstow of considerable practical importance was given by the 
Queen’s Bench Division (Pottock and Huppixstoy, BB., and Lops, 
J.), on the 21st ult., in a case of Attorney-General v. Daudier. 
The defendant was residuary legatee under the will of Harrier 
Brepet, part of whose estate consisted of some pictures, china, &c. 
These were valued for probate by an auctioneer at £2,979 17s., 
and in the residuary account this sum was inserted as their value, 
and duty was accepted on this value. The executors and residu- 
ary legatee always intended to sell the pictures, china, &c., but 
nothing was said about this intention on delivering the account 
and paying the duty. About ten weeks afterwards the pictures 
and china were sold by auction and produced a sum of £31,156 19s., 
which was paid to the executors and the net amount of the 
proceeds was accounted for by them to the defendant. On becoming 
aware of this the commissioners claimed additional probate duty 
and additional legacy duty on the surplus of £28,177 2s., realized 
by the sale over the valuation. The probate duty was paid, but 

e defendant refused to pay additional legacy duty on the ground 
that the Crown, having accepted duty on the original valuation 
without objection, was precluded from making any further claim. 
The question turned on section 22 of 36 Geo. 3, c. 52, which pro- 
vides ‘‘ that in cases of specific legacies, and where the residue of 
any personal estate shall consist of property which shall not be 
reduced into money, it shall be lawful” for the executors either “‘ to 
set a value thereon and offer to pay the duty according to such value,” 
or to require the commissioners ‘‘to appoint a person to set such 
value, at the expense of the person or persons by whom such duty 
ought to be paid; and it shall be lawful for the commissioners to 
accept the tafy offered to be paid, upon the value set by the ” 
executors without such appraisement, ‘‘if the commissioners shall 
think fit so to do,” but, if they are not satisfied with the value so 
set, they may appoint a person to appraise such effects and to set 
the value thereon, on which value the commissioners are to assess 
the ay subject to a (practically obsolete) right of the person liable 
to pay duty to appeal to the Land Tax Commissioners, who may 
appoint a valuer to decide on the value. This provision of the 
Legacy Duty Act has always been held by the Inland Revenue 
Office to apply to items of residue which are handed over or 
assigned im specie to the legatee without being converted into 
money. In the present case, however, it will be observed that the 
proceeds of sale were paid to the executors, so that the sale must 
be presumed to have taken place in the course of the administra- 
tion of the estate. The court held that the Crown was entitled to 
the additional legacy duty, on the ground that section 22 of 36 
Geo. 8, c. 52, does not relate to property which is “reduced into 
money ” in the course of the administration of the estate. 





Tae Hovse or Lorps (Lord Sersorne, C., Lord Warson, and 
Lord Frrzezraxp, diss. Lord Biacksvnn) has reversed the unanim- 
ous judgment of the Court of- Appeal (Bramwext, Baccattay, and 
Lusu, L.JJ.) in Clarke v. Bradlaugh (29 W. R. 516, L. R. 17 
Q. B. D. 48), and has held that a penalty incurred under the 
Parliamen: Oaths Act, 1866; cannot be recovered by a common 
informer, but that only the Crown can sue for it. The words of 
the statute are, that an offender against the Act ‘shall, for every 
such offence, be subject to a penalty of £500, to be recovered by 
action in one of her Majesty’s superior courts at Westminster,” 
and the judgment of the Court of Appeal mainly proceeded on the 
ground that the Crown could sue in the Court of Exchequer only, 
so that the giving a right of action in either of the two other 
courts impliedly gave the common informer a right to sue, it being 
admitted (see Com. Dig., Forfeiture, C.) that a right to sue for a 
penalty is in the Crown alone, unless it is expressly or impliedly 
given to a member of the public. ‘The decision of the Court of 
Appeal was given so far back as March 31, 1881. The main point 





in the case—whether an atheist may make an affirmation under ¢ 
Act—was quite untouched by the arguments before the House 
Lords, and is left equally untouched by the judgments. The point 
now decided was not even raised before the Divisional Court, and 
cannot be said to have been exhaustively argued before the Const 


of Appeal. In the judgments of Lord Szxsorve and Lord Brac. — 


BURN, respectively, there will be found every authority bearing on 
the subject, and the case will become a leading one on the question 
of the right to sue in penal actions. It will have been observed 
that Lord Bramwett (who has been raised to the House of Lords 
since taking part in the decision in the Court of Appeal) is no party 
to the judgment in the House of Lords. The section of the 
Judicature Act, 1875 (section 54, amended slightly by section 
11 of the Judicature Act, 1881), which provides that no judge 
of the Court of Appeal shall sit as a judge on the hearing 
an appeal from any judgment or order made by hime 
or made by any divisional court of the High Court of whi 
he was and is a member (see Fisher v. Val de Travers, 
Yc., Company, L. R. 1 C. P. D. 259), has no corresponding 
enactment in the Appellate Jurisdiction Act, 1876, so that 
Lord Bramwett was perfectly free to take part in the late 
judgment if he had thought proper. We believe that Lon 
Chancellors (notably Lord Expon) have frequently affirmed 
their own decisions, and an instance of a learned judge 
changing his opinion in a higher court may be found in the famous 
Hammersmith Railway case (L. R. 4 H. L. 171), in which Lvsu, 
J., gave judgment for the railway company in a court below, but 
advised the House of Lords to give judgment for the plaintiff. 
would have been of great interest to the profession to have known 
whether Lord Bramwett sided with Lord Szxsornz or Lord Brack. 
BuRN, and of still greater interest to the parties in Clarke vy. 
Bradlaugh ; for if the noble lord had adhered to his former opinion, 
the House of Lords (counting, as it must have been counted, Lord 
Denman’s vote) would have been equally divided, so that the deci- 
sion of the Court of Appeal would have stood. But, on the whole, 
we think that the profession is to be congratulated on the rule 
obtaining in the Supreme Court being adhered to in the House of 
Lords. Upon the main point, having studied the two conflicting 
judgments pretty closely, we must say that we are convinced by 
the reasoning of Lord Sznsorne, and on this ground. It is shown 
conclusively by the authorities cited in that judgment that the 
Crown was not confined to a court of revenue to sue for penalties 
in, but may sue in what court it pleases. (See chiefly the 
Magdalen College ease, 11 Co. 75a; Burgess v. Wheate, 1 W. BI. 
131.) We do not think that the wording of the earlier and re- 
pealed Acts is mutch to be relied on, the argument drawn from them 
being one which cuts both ways; but we would repeat one argu- 
ment in favour of the defendant which we mentioned in com- 
menting on the judgment of the Court of Appeal, and which we do 
not discover in the recent judgments ; we mean the argument that 
a penal statute ought to be construed strictly—that is, in favour of 
defendants. 





Ir rorms part of the scheme of the Budget to remit the 
railway passenger duty in respect of all journeys for which 
a fare of a penny a mile or less is charged, and it is 
computed by Mr. Curtpers that the remission will cost 
the country about £400,000. The law and history of the 
subject is very curious. The passenger duty is fixed by 5 
& 6 Vict. c. 79, at five per cent. on the gross receipts from 
pessengers (which is equal to about nine per cent. on the net 
receipts), but the Cheap Trains Act (7 & 8 Vict. c. 85), 8. 9, 
exempts from this duty the trains, commonly called parliamentary 
trains, carrying passengers at not more than one penny per mile 
fares and under certain other conditions enumerated by that Act, 
one of the conditions being that the exempted train should ‘take 
4 and set down passengers, if Lin nah at every passenger station.” 
The changed circumstances of railway traffic gave rise to prolonged 
disputes between the companies and the Government, which cul- 
minated in the test case of North London Railway Company 
v. Attorney-General (L. R. 1 App. Cas. 148), in which the House 
of Lords determined that the stopping at every station was an 
essential element in the exemption, so that the companies could not 
claim it in respect of the quick third-class c which is s0 
marked a feature of modern railway communication. The com- 
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panies not unnaturally complaining that they were being taxed in 
respect of facilities far more extensive than those within the 
purview of the Gheap Trains Act, the result was the ap- 
pointment of a Select Committee of the House of Commons, 
which recommended (inter alia) that the tax of five per cent. 
should be restricted to fares over one penny per mile, and 
that the fares of all classes of passengers for the single journey 
catried in any train, paying one penny or less per mile, be 
exempted, and that this exemption should apply to return, 
weekly, and season tickets”—part of which recommendation Mr. 
CurpERs now proposes exactly to carry out. We think the pro- 
posal a perfectly just one, and desirable, if for no other reason, 
on the ground that it seems to be the only practicable solu- 
tion of that scandalous state of affairs under which, as 
was pointed out by the Select Committee, the officers of the 
Board of Trade and Inland Revenue have been “forced to coun- 
tenance a departure from the law as laid down by the House 
of Lords,” owing to the impossibility of working the Cheap Trains 
Act under the changed circumstances of railway traffic. Two very 
material questions, however, should not be lost sight of in connec- 
tion with the subject. First, will the remitted £400,000 go to 
benefit the travelling public or the railway shareholders? We 
incline, on the whole, to think that the travelling public will be 
directly, and the shareholders, by the increase of traffic, remotely, 
benefited. It was in evidence before the Select Committee ‘ that 
in the event of any modification of the tax an immediate reduc- 
tion of fares would take place.” Secondly, is it or is it not desir- 
able to accompany the remission of duty by a settlement, once for 
all, of the outstanding claims of the Government for arrears of 
duty? ‘From the evidence given before the Select Committee it 
appears that the arrears of duty from 1866 to 1874 amounted to 
£787,332; that the arrears before 1866 amounted to from two to 
four millions ; but that both sets of arrears had been ‘‘ practically 
condoned” by the Board of Trade and the Board of Inland Revenue. 
Whether any and what Statute of Limitation would apply is 
extremely doubtful. We think, on the whole, that the arrears 
should be wholly remitted, but are strongly of opinion that the 
questi.n should not be passed over. A precedent for statutory re- 
mission of arrears, in a case where a court of law unexpectedly 
declared duties to be charged, may be found in 33 & 84 Vict. c. 14, 
bewed 2) consequence of the decision in Re Bolton’s Lease (L. R. 
5 Ex. 82). 





As soon As A JuDGEsHIP is vacant now-a-days a force of private 
detectives appears to be set to work by certain portions of the daily 
press to discover the person who is guilty of the outrage of 
accepting, or thinking of accepting, promotion without com- 
municating the fact to the newspapers. The course pursued by 
these detectives seems, so far as our observations have gone, to be 
exceedingly simple. It is to reproduce the latest babble of the 
bar. At such times there is always a large amount of speculation 
going on among members of that body, and there is often a general 
concurrence of opinion as to the suitability of a particular member 
for promotion. There is probably no better opinion as to this 
point than that of the critical, perhaps cynical, body we have 
mentioned—but then this opinion is not always, perhaps is not 
very often, a reliable guide as to the fact of appointment into 
which it becomes transformed; for, unfortunately, it does not 
follow from the fact that a particular counsel is eminently 
fit for a particular post that he will be appointed to it. 
So longas gossip of this kind is confined to the courts and robing- 
rooms, no great harm is done; but when it is announced in the 
papers either that Mr. A. B. is likely to be the new judge, or, by a 
bolder flight of fancy, that he has been actually appointed as 
judge, very serious annoyance and injury may be inflicted on the 
person designated, So long as the antediluvian notion is still pre- 
valent, that what appears in print is likely to be true, newspapers 
should, in common fairness, inquire of the persons designated 
before publishing their names. 








The Annual Council of the Judges of the Supreme Court, convened under 
the provisions of the 75th section of the Judicature Act, 1873, was held in 
the Ford ustice’s Room in the Royal Courts of Justice on Saturday. 


THE EXPLOSIVE SUBSTANCES ACT. 


Tue Explosive Substances Act which passed through both Houses 
of Parliament, without any amendment whatever, on Monday, and 
received the Royal assent on Tuesday last, contains nine sections. 
There being no express words to that effect, the Act, as a whole, is 
not tetrospective. It may be mentioned, however, that, 
should it be determined to indict certain persons, now in 
custody, for conspiracy, and should they be found guilty on 
such indictment, the punishment would not be limited to the 
two years’ imprisonment prescribed by the Malicious Injuries 
Act, 1861 (24 & 25 Vict. c. 97, s. 54), for possessing an 
explosive substance with intent to commit felony. Conspiracy is a 
misdemeanor at common law, and, except in the case of a conspitacy 
to murder a particular person, which is punishable under section 4 
of the Offences against the Person Act, 1861 (24 & 25 Vict. ce. 100), 
is a misdemeanor for whith no special punishment is prescribed by 
statute. It is therefore punishable by imprisonment for any term, 
with or without a fine to any amount. : 

But to return to the new statute. The Ist section, to a great 
extent, covers the same grounfl as 24 & 25 Vict. c. 97, ss. 9and 10, 
and provides that any person unlawfully causing an explosion “ of 
a nature likely to endanger life or to cause serious injury to prop- 
erty,” shall, ‘‘ whether any injury to person or p ty has been 
actually caused or not, be guilty of felony, and liable to 
servitude for life.” Similar words to the words we have italicised 
occur in section 9 of the Act of 1861, which is aimed at injury to 
buildings, but not in section 10, whichis aimed at injury to the 
person. The two sections of the Act of 1861 are not repealed. 
Section 8 is concerned with intent only, and conspiracy, and 
imposes a maximum punishment of penal servitude for twenty 
years. This is the section which embraces within its scope any 
person who, “being a subject of her Majesty, conspires without 
her Majesty’s dominions to cause by an explosive substance an 
explosion of a nature likely to endanger life or cause serious injury 
to property.” 

The 4th and 6th sections contain the principal novelties. The 
4th section is as follows :— 


‘* Any person who makes, or knowingly has in his possession or under 
his control, any explosive substance, under such circumstances as to give 
rise to a reasonable suspicion that he is not making it, or does not have it 
in his possession or under his control, for a lawful object, shall, unless he 
can show that he made it, or had it in his « ion or tinder his control, 
for a lawful object, be guilty of felony, and on conviction shall be liable to 
penal servitude for not exceeding fourteen years. . . . In any proceed- 
ing against any person for a crime under this section, such person and his 
wife, or husband, as the case may be, may, if such person thinks fit, be 
called, sworn, and cross-examined as an ordinary witness in the case.” 


Numerous precedents for the first part of this enactment, in 
addition to that extracted by Sir W. Harcourt. from section 58 of 
the Larceny Act, 1861, in connection with ‘ instruments of house- 
breaking,” may be found in the Coinage Act of 1861 (24 & 25 
Vict. c. 99), which is replete with sections making it. eriminal to 
possess counterfeit coin, &c., ‘‘ without lawful authority or excuse, 
the proof whereof shall lie on the party accused.”” The expressions 
‘‘ under such circumstances as shall give rise to a reasonable sus- 
picion,” &c., are, we believe, new, and may cause a little embar- 
rassment. The latter part of the section is, it is material to 
observe, permissive only, and does not, as does the Criminal Law 
Procedure Bill now before the House of Commons, compel the 
accused to give evidence. It is also restricted to the particular 
section in which it occurs. The only precedents for it in connec- 
tion with indictable offences are to be found in the Conspiracy Act 
of 1875 and the Married Women’s Property Act of last session ; 
in connection with offences punishable on sum conviction, 
similar powers are given by the Licensing Act of 1872 and the 
Adulteration Act of 1875. The recurrence of the provision in the 
present Act very strongly sfiggests the question whether it would 
not be wise, once for all, by a general Act, applicable both to 
offences indictable and offences summarily punishable, to assimilate 
the law of evidence in criminal to that in civil proceedings. 

Passing over the 5th section, which deals with accessories and the 
like, we come to the all-important 6th section, which gives power 
to institute an inquiry, although no person is ¢ with an 
offence. It is in these terms :— 





The Rule Committee met again on Wednesday. 


‘Where the Attorney-General has reasonable ground to believe that 
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any crime under this Act has been committed, he may order an 
inquiry under this section, and thereupon any justice for the county, 
borough, or place in which the crime was committed ... 
who is authorized in that behalf by the Attorney-General, may, although 
no person may be charged before him with the commission of such 
crime, sit . . and examine on oath concerning such crime an 

witness appearing before him, and may take the depositions of suc! 

witness, and, if he see cause, may bind such witness by recognizance to 
appear and give evidence atthe next petty sessions, or when called upon, 
within three months from the date of such recognizance. . . A witness 
examined under the section shall not be excused from answering any 
question on the ground that the answer thereto may criminate, or tend to 


criminate, himself; but any statement made by any person in answer to 
any question put to him in any examination under this section shall not, 
except in the case of an indictment or other criminal proceeding for perjury, 
be admissible in evidence against himin any proceeding, civil or criminal. 
A justice who conducts the examination under this section of a person con- 
cerning any crime shall not take part in the committing for trial of such 
person for such crime.”’ 


This section, another paragraph of which gives power to appre- 
hend absconding witnesses, is taken almost word for word from 
section 16 of the Irish Crime Act of last session, 45 & 46 Vict. c. 
25, and is, we think, a better piece of draftsmanship than the 

_ corresponding clause of the Criminal Law Procedure Bill. We 
are glad to see that this salutary and much-needed provision now 
forms part of our criminal law. It will be observed that it will 
rest with the Attorney-General to delegate the inquiry to par- 
ticular justices. An important question of construction arises 
whether and how far the section is retrospective, so as to apply to 
offences committed before the Act passed. Being an enactment as 
to procedure only, the rule against ex post facto legislation does 
not seem to apply. 

The principal enactment of the 7th section, which is devoted to 
procedure, is that which provides that ‘if any person is charged 
before a justice with any crime under this Act, no further pro- 
ceeding shall be taken against such person without the consent of 
the Attorney-General, except such as the justice may think 
necessary, by remand or otherwise, to secure the safe custody of 
such person.” The 9th section provides that in case of the 
‘inability ” of the Attorney-General, or a vacancy in the office, 
the Solicitor-General may act, but we cannot but think that the 
enactment will be found embarrassing, and it would have been 
better if justice had been allowed to take its course, without such 
interposition by the officers of the Crown. 

The 8th section empowers shipowners to break open boxes and 
receptables reasonably suspected to contain explosives, and deal 
with them in manner provided by the Merchant Shipping Act, 
1873—+.e., throw them overboard. 

The 9th section is the interpretation clause. The only matter 
worth calling attention to is the definition of ‘explosive sub- 
stance,”’ which, it is provided, ‘shall be deemed to include’ any 
materials for making any explosive substance ; also “‘ any apparatus, 
machine, implement, or materials used, or intended to be used, or 
adapted for causing, or aiding in causing, any explosion in or with 
any explosive substance.” This is very wide indeed, as we 
believe that very few soft or porous substances are not capable of 
holding nitro-glycerine in solution. 








0 ge Ape eet. - the birth of Grotius ay! held at Delft 

wee accordance wi! € programme mg 4 at the Hague 
the Executive Committee, headed by the Prince of Orange, placed a 
wreath on the tomb in thechurch. Deputy Cremers delivered an eloquent 
oration upon the beneficent influence of the work of Grotius. 


In the case of Reg. v. Taylor, on Tuesday last, the Lord Chief Justice 
allowed the prisoners, although defended by counsel, to make a state- 
ment, warning them that counsel for the prosecution would have the 
right to reply. In summing up, however, Lord Coleridge is reported to 
have expressed his regret that he had allowed the defendants to make a 
statement, which, after his e ience in this case, he would never do 
oe ae until the cointon of all the judges on this matter was 
a at, 


The Scottish Journal of Jurisprudence says that some remarkable anecdotes 
are told of Sir Archibald Alison whilst sheriff of Lanarkshire. His inter- 
locutors, with the hy notes a were evidence of his great 
industry, though not always of his knowledge or . In one 
case an agreement or ion was alleged and founded on. In defence 
it was urged that the agreement could only be proved by a stamped 
writing. The sheriff found that the agreement co be proved by parol, 
and separatim being verbal it did not require a stamp ! 
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THE NEW PATENTS, DESIGNS, AND 
TRADE-MARKS BILLS. 
II. 


As has already been pointed out, both the Government Bill (clause 
5) and the Society of Arts’ Bill (clause 14) provide that a com. 
plete specification may be left at the Patent Office in the first 
instance, thus dispensing with provisional protection. If this 
course is adopted, then, according to the Government Bill (clause 
6) the same reference is to be made to the examiners as in the case 
of a provisional specification; whereas, according to the society’s 
Bill (clause 14) the provisions as to the provisional specification 
are not to apply, but the case is to be treated in the same way ag 
where the complete specification follows a provisional specification 
in ordinary course. ' 

For the delivery of the complete specification after a provisional 
one the time allowed by the Government Bill (clause 8) is nine 
months from application, while the society’s Bill (clause 13) gives 
a shorter time, requiring the complete specification to be lodged 
not less than three months before the expiration of the period of 
provisional protection, which by clause 11 (except in special cases 
of extension under clause 43) is a period of nine months from 
application, so that, instead of nine months for lodging the com. 
plete specification, only six are allowed by this scheme, and if 
inventors, as represented by the Society of Arts, are willing to 
accept this term, no one will object to it, but it may rather be 
expected that they will prefer the longer period offered by the 
Government. 

On the lodging of the complete specification the case is again to 
be referred to an examiner (Government Bill, clause 9; society’s 
Bill, clause 15). The duties imposed on the examiner differ 
materially in the two cases; by the Government Bill all the 
examiner has to do is to ascertain whether the complete specifica- 
tion has been prepared in the prescribed manner, and whether the 
claims in the two specifications are substantially the same, and a 
right of appeal to a law officer is given, as in the case of the pro- 
visional specification. By the society’s Bill it appears to be 
intended that the examiner shall report as to subject-matter, but 
this is by no means clear. But, at all events, it is provided by 
clause 15 that he is to report whether the complete specification 
is in accordance with the title and with the provisional specifica- 
tion (if any), and as to the sufficiency of the specification, and the 
appeal lies as before to the commissioners. This last inquiry into 
the sufficiency of the specification is quite a novel idea in this 
country, but it is one which is undoubtedly desired by inventors, 
as it gives them some guarantee that the fruit of their labours will 
not be lost to them by reason of some slip in the wording of their 
specification. If any system of examination at all is to be estab- 
lished, the sufficiency of the wording of the specification is clearly 
a fit subject for investigation, and in this respect the Government 
Bill agrees with that of the society, since clause 6 is equally 
applicable to a complete, as to a provisional, specification. 

On the acceptance of the complete specification, according to the 
Government Bill (clause 10), the acceptance is to be advertised, 
and the documents left open to inspection. The society’s Bill 
(clause 16) arrives at the same result by providing for publication 
of the complete specification as soon as may be after it is 
finally settled, so that, in cither case, an opportunity is afforded for 
opposing the grant. Such an opposition may, under the provisions of 
the Government Bill (clause 11), be offered by any person, and no 
limitation is imposed upon him in respect of the grounds he may 
urge in favour of refusing the grant. The matter is to be heard before 
the law officer, who may, if he pleases, obtain the assistance of a 
scientific —. The society’s Bill provides that the matter is to 
be heard before the commissioners proposed to be appointed, and 
this is far from being the only difference between this scheme and 
that of the Government, since the society lay dom (clause 17) 
that an opposition may be on the pec hae | that the applicant 
obtained the invention from the opponent, or froma person of 
whom he is the legal personal representative, but on no other 
ground. In this respect the society’s Bill is pretty nearly in 
accord with the American practice ; but it is hardly likely to be 
accepted here. Suppose, for instance, that an attempt is being 
made to patent some process which a manufacturer has long been 
in the habit of using publicly in his own business, and which he 
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cannot therefore claim as a patentable invention of his own, but 
which has, nevertheless, not come into public favour nor to the 
notice of the Patent Office officials; it would hardly be a wise or 
reasonable course to debar him from opposing the grant, but 
compel him to allow the patent to be granted sub silentio, and 
then to come and seek to have it revoked, instead of allowing him, 
as a person who would be aggrieved by the grant, to interfere at 
the earliest opportunity. 

The Society of Arts’ Bill contains a peculiar provision in clauses 
12 and 15, to the effect that in the face of an adverse report by the 
examiner on the subject of subject-matter, or on the accord of the 
complete specification with the title or with the provisional speci- 
fication, or on- the sufficiency of the complete specification, the 
application may, nevertheless, be proceeded with and a patent 
granted, subject to this—that the letters patent and office copies of the 

ification are to bear an indorsement of the adverse report. The 
only effect given to this indorsement appears, however, to be that, 
by clause 62, the grantee of an indorsed patent, when bringing an 
action on the patent, is to give security for costs, and, if unsuccess- 
ful, is to pay costs as between solicitor and client. In other 
respects he appears to be in just the same position as the grantee 
of an unindorsed patent. 

The effect of this is singular, 'for inasmuch as by the society’s 
Bill (clause 58), a defendant to an action to restrain an infringe- 
ment of a patent granted under that Bill is not to be allowed to 
contest the question of subject-matter, and that question cannot 
be raised on an opposition to the grant of a patent (clause 17), or 
on an application for its revocation (clause 35), the question of 
subject-matter may be finally settled by the grant of a patent in 
favour of the grantee, although the very letters patent on which he 
will be relying bear on them an indorsement of the adverse ruling of 
anexaminer. The examiner finds that there is no proper subject- 
matter, the patent is granted with an indorsement, and yet the 
question of subject-matter is we Sacto decided once and for all in 
favour of the grantee with indorsement. It is clearly impossible 
that such a conclusion as this could be acquiesced in, but the real 
weight of argument is not against the indorsement, but against the 
finality as to subject-matter to be created by the grant. 

Even putting aside the question of indorsement, the effect 
attributed by the society’s Bill to the grant of a patent after the 
examination it suggests can hardly be accepted. As the law 
stands at present, the usual modes of upsetting a patent are by show- 
ing that the subject-matter is improper, that the invention is not 
novel, that the patentee was not the first inventor, that the specifi- 
cation is defective in se, that it is at variance with the title, that 
itis wider than the provisional specification, or that a foreign 
patent for the same invention has expired. The Government Bill 
is silent as to the defences which may be set up in an action for 
infringement, and provides (clause 26) that any ground of repeal 
by scire facias is to be a ground of revocation of the patent under 
the new system. The Society of Arts’ Bill provides for an examina- 
tion as to subject-matter, and as to the various points with refer- 
ence to the specification ; but it does not provide for the lapse with a 
foreign patent (which lapse it abolishes), or for want of novelty, 
or for the patentee not being the first and true inventor. 
Then it provides (clause 35) that a patent may be re- 
voked on the ground of want of novelty, or on that of 
the patentee not being the true inventor, or on that of the 
specification being insufficient or misleading ; and by clause 58 it 
prohibits setting up bad subject-matter as a defence in an action. 
So that the net result is that one of the subjects of examination 
—viz., subject-matter—is not a ground either of defence or of revo- 
cation ; that another subject of examination—viz., insufficiency of 
specification per se—is a ground both of defence and of revocation ; 
and that two remaining subjects of examination—viz., the corres- 
pondence of the specification with (1) the title, and (2) the pro- 
visional specification—are not grounds of revocation in the first 
instance, ut are grounds of defence in an infringement action, and, 
if successfully pleaded in that case, are ultimately to have the 
effect of bringing about a revocation. The two subjects in which 
there is to be no examination—viz., novelty and first inventor— 
are grounds both for defence and revocation. Why it should be 
thought that the examiners are likely to know all about subject- 
matter, a good deal about specifications as compared with titles 
and with provisional specifications, a little about specifications per 


e, and nothing about novelty or first inventor, is not very | 





apparent, and it seems to us that the proper way in which to 
treat the subject is to treat the examinations as intended to give 
the grantee a reasonable provisional guarantee that his patent 
is good ; but to follow the Government Bill in leaving the grounds 
of defence and revocation as at present, and to remove the objec- 
tion that the patentee is defrauded of his fees if the patent is after- 
wards declared invalid, by securing to him a return of fees 
actually paid if that event should happen. If this course were 
adopted, the patentee would have some trustworthy authority for 
believing his patent to be good, he would be justified in feeling 
confident that he might bring an action on his patent without 
having it upset, and if, after all, his official advisers turned out to 
be in the wrong, he would at all events have paid them nothing for 
their bad advice ; while, on the other hand, the public would not 
be deprived of their right to pursue their trade in a lawful manner 
merely because certain officials, who had no personal interest in 
discovering the truth, were unaware of the real facts or law of the 
case. 

There is, however, another provision in clause 58 of the 
society’s Bill which might be adopted with considerable advantage 
—viz., that it shall not be open to a defendant to take objection to 
any invention or part of an invention which is comprised in the 
patent but is not alleged to be infringed. This would prevent a 
patent being declared bad because of some defect in a part of it 
which was entirely alien to the subject of complaint in the action, 
as happened in the recent ‘“‘telephone” case, and there can really 
be no reason why an infringer of an invention as to which the 
inventor has made no mistake in obtaining his patent, should be 
allowed to continue his infringement with impunity merely 
because the unfortunate patentee has made some mistake in 
another respect, any more than if the mistake had been in a 
different patent altogether. If the 31st clause of the Government 
Bill, enacting that every patent is to be granted for one invention 
only, thus incorporating in the Act the first of the Rules of 1853, 
should pass into law and be efficiently carried out, this provision of 
the second Bill would not often have to come into effect, and 
the joint operation of the two enactments would be very beneficial. 

Before parting from the question of specifications it may be 
noted that both the principal Bills, in following the reasonable 
course of requiring the complete specification to be lodged before 
the grant of the patent, effect an entire change in the existing law, 
according to which the complete specification is a matter altogether 
subsequent to the grant. 

Each of the principal Bills provides (Government Bill, clause 183 ; 
society’s Bill, clause 19) that the patent is to be dated and sealed 
as of the day of application, thus removing the temptation at 
present held out to inventors in the same subject to hurry the 
maturing of their invention and file an imperfect final specification, 
in order to obtain the advantages of the first seal; and they also 
agree (Government Bill, clause 16; society’s Bill, clause 21) in 
giving effect to the patent, when sealed, throughout the United 
Kingdom, the Channel Islands, and the Isle of Man, but neither 
Bill contains any provision corresponding to that in section 18 of 
the Act of 1852, authorizing the grant to be extended to the 
colonies. The fact is that almost all colonies of importance are now 
in possession of patent laws of their own, but it might have been 
possible to extend the operation of the grant to such colonies as 
have no such laws. The Statute of Monopolies speaks of “‘ the 
realm,” and it seems pretty clear that the realm includes the 
colonies. This argument does not, of course, affect the society’s 
Bill, which repeals the Statute of Monopolies, so much as 
Government Bill, which preserves it intact. 

With respect to the duration of tke patent, no one of the three 
Bills now under consideration is in entire accordance with the 
existing system under the Act of 1853, which gives a term of 
fourteen years, subject to determination in the event of non-pay- 
ment of certain sums before the expiration of the third and seventh 
years respectively. The Government Bill (clause 17) comes 
nearest to this, preserving the term of fourteen years, but requiring 
further payment and a certificate of renewal before the end of the 
fourth and seventh years. The Society of Arts’ Bill (clauses 20 and 
22) gives a term of seventeen years, but requires further pay- 
ment and a certificate of renewal before the end of: the fourth and 
eighth years. Mr. Anderson’s Bill (clause 5) gives a term of 
twenty-one years, with further payments at the 5 of the seventh, 
twelfth, and seventeenth years respectively. This last proposal 
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seems to be clearly too large, while the Government Bill adheres 
to the old period, which is now pretty generally considered to be 
too short, so that the Society of Arts may be deemed to have come 
nearest to the mark in their term of seventeen years. This 
proposal is also in accordance with the American practice, and 
there is a distinct advantage in the two great English-speaking 
nations being at one in this respect. This period, while giving to 
inventors the three years more for which they have so often-found 
it necessary to apply to the Judicial Committee, is not calculated to 
inflict on manufacturers the hardships which they anticipate would 


accompany a term of twenty-one years. The system instituted in, 


1852 of dividing the total fees, and allowing patentees to leave 
their unsuccessful inventions to lapse after a short test period, thus 
saving them the greater part of the costs in such cases, is thus 
favoured by all the Bills, and this may be regarded a3 one point in 
which English patent law, even before the projected reforms, is 
distinctly in advance of the American. 

Reference may here be conveniently made to the fact that the 
Government Bill makes no mention of any such provision as that 
contained in section 25 of the Act of 1852 (which Act it repeals), 
for the cesser of a British patent for a foreign invention at the 


' expiration of a foreign patent for the same invention ; and that the 


Society of Arts’ Bill expressly provides (clause 7) that a British 
patent is not to be affected as to duration or otherwise by the 
expiration or determination in any other manner of any foreign or 
colonial grant. This important change in the law appears to be 
justified by the great increase in the number of scientific publica- 
tions and the extension of international intercourse in these days, 
which have removed the foundation of the old argument for the 
25th section—viz., that but for the foreign patent having been 
taken out, the subjects of the foreign nation could never have 
heard of the invention, or have been placed in a position to com- 
pete on unduly favourable terms with British manufacturers on 
the expiration of such foreign patent. There can now be little 
doubt that an invention made known in one part of the world will 
speedily become known in any other part of it, so that if the 
foreign inventor only took out a patent in England, and none in 
his own country at all, the only result would be that his own 
foreign countrymen would be enabled at once to compete with 
British manufacturers, instead of being compelled to wait till the 
expiration of the foreign patent. 

One of the faults which has been most often found with the 
present patent system has been the amount which has been made 
payable by way of duties. The following table will show how 
the Patents Bills propose to deal with this question :— 








x Government Society of Mr. Ander- 

Act of 1853, Bill. Arts’ Bill. ‘son’s Bill. 

Payable at grant . £25 0 ... 44 0... £710 ... £4 10 
Atendof3rdyear. 50 0 .., see one aie eas ese 
At end of 4th year . oa ane Be ae 20 0 a. 

At end of 7th year. 100 0 ... abe. age een" Sees 20 0 
At end of 8th year. be. Bae 100 0 ... 50 0... soo 

Atend of 12th year. eae ¢ 20 0 

At end of 17th year. 20 0 

4175 0... £154 0... $7710 ., £6410 


While the £175 for fourteen years of the Act of 1853 is certain 
to be reduced, it is very improbable that the £64 10s. for twenty- 
one years will be accepted, and the probability is that some com- 
promise between the £154 of the Government and the £77 10s. 
of the Society of Arts will be agreed to. Some such arrangement 
as £5 on grant, £25 at end of the fourth year, and £75 at end of 
the eighth year, or 100 guineas in all, would probably be accepted 
by all parties as a fairly satisfactory settlement. The great point 
is thoroughly recognized by all the proposals—viz., the necessity of 
reducing the original cost, before the value or worthlessness of the 
invention is ascertained, to a minimum. After the invention is 
ascertained by experience to be workable and valuable there can 
be little cause of complaint if a heavier charge is made for the 
continuance of the monopoly. 

All three Bills contain provisions for the amendment of the 
specification and claim after patent granted. These provisions are 
contained in Government Bill, clause 18; society’s Bill, clause 
23; and Mr. Anderson’s Bill, clause 10, The clause in the last 
Bill is mainly directed to the adding claims for further improve- 
ments in the patented invention on payment of half duty, and the 
application may be refused if the improvement is more properly 


—= 
the subject of a new patent. The Government proposal is for 
amendment of specification “by way of disclaimer or explana- 
tion,” and that of the Society 
explaining, re-defining, amplifying, giving drawings or additi 
drawings, or making further claims or disclaiming,” so that these 
proposals come to very much the same thing, but the lang 
employed by the Society of Arts is more precise and satisfactory, 
Both the latter Bills concur in prohibiting the allowance of any 
amendment which would make the amended specification claim 
substantially more than the unamended specification, and so lon 
as this proviso is observed, the greater the latitude of amendmen 
allowed the better. Every opportunity should be given to an 
inventor to correct a mistake which he has discovered, and if this 
were extended to permit of a claim for improvements being added, 
on payment of additional fees, the additional claim to expire with 
the original one, as suggested by Mr. Anderson, the result would 
probably be beneficial. But in this case the power of rejecting 
proposed additions should be freely exercised where desirable. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 


TRANSFERS OF LICENCES. 
_ [To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—In your remarks on the decision in Reg. v. Lancashire Justices, 
you justly point out, and it is the fact in many cases, that there is no 
time to apply for a licence under the 14th section of 9 Geo. 4, c. 61, 
before the existing licence expires ; and the hardship is worse than 
you put it, because a new tenant (for instance, in the supposed case of 
the occupier neglecting to apply) has no opportunity of giving notices 
for a new licence till the following ear, and thus the icons la; 
for a year, and then may be rotued: without appeal, or sojeoted be 
the licensing committee. But my object is to call attention to two 
other points :— 

(1) The licence under the 14th section is to expire on the 10th of 
October “‘ next ensuing,” so that the provision for neglect to apply is 
utterly useless, unless that licence can be obtained after the expira- 
tion of the former licence, as that is the same day, and the second 
qoenee, if granted before the 10th, would expire with the former 

cence. 

(2) The later part of the section provides that where the licence is 
applied for in respect of premises not licensed at the last annual 
meeting, the applicant shall give certain notices. Now this makes it 
appear perfectly clear that the section did contemplate a licence being 
grote after the former one had been allowed to drop. I cannot 

d that these words have been referred to by any counsel or jud, 
in the cases, and I have little doubt that, if the question were properly 
argued before the Appeal Court, it would be held that a licence under 
the 14th section phi + i be granted in all reasonable cases, though the 
former licence had expired. This was the practice before T'odd’s case, 
and I rather think that in some districts the authorities rebelliously 
but quietly ignore Todd’s case and go on as before, without any one 
being the worse for it. WALTER SCADDING. 

23, Gordon-street, Gordon-square, W.C., April 10. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Practice—Appition or Tutrp Parry—Orp, 16, rr. 17, 18.—In a case 
of Corrie v. Allen, before the Court of Appeal on the 6th inst., the 
question arose whether an order ought to be made adding a third party to 
the action. The plaintiff was the owner in fee of land, subject to a lease 
thereof granted in 1805 for a term which expired in December, 1882. By 
the lease the lessee was absolutely prohibited from breaking or digging 
the surface of the land. The owner of the lease granted underleases to 
the defendants for building purposes, entering into the o covenant 
for quiet enjoyment by the defendants, limited to the acts of herself and 
pars claiming under her. The defendants broke the surface of the 

nd in making the foundations of houses, and they used some of the sand 
and gravel which they dug out in buil the houses, and they sold some 
of it. They also, with the consent of the owner of the original lease, 
dug out other gravel and sand from parts of the land which were com- 
prised in the original lease, but which were not comprised in the 
defendants’ underleases, and they sold the gravel and sand thus dug out. 
The plaintiff heenght this action claiming an injunction to pth the 
defendants from digging sand and gravel, and also claiming damages. 
The defendants alleged that for any damages which they might be 
ordered to pay to the plaintiff they would have a right to an indemnity 





from the owner of the original lease under her covenant for quiet enjoy- 
| ment, and also on the ground that they Lod feos lndmoed So bomants 
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—— 
acts complained of by her representation that she had power to grant 
them b g leases, They pe ex parte for leave to serve the owner 
of the original lease with a third-party notice, and an order giving them 
that leave was made. The owner of the original lease was accordingly 
served, and she entered an ampegenee. On the defendants taking out 
asummons for the direction of the court as to the mode in which the 
uestions in the action were to be tried, the plaintiff moved to discharge 
a third-party order. Pearson, J., was of opinion that there was not 
really a question to be determined in which the plaintiff, the defendants, 
and the third party were all interested, and he discharged the third-party 
order. This decision was affirmed by the Court of Appeal (BacGaLLay 
and Linptry, L.JJ.). Baceatuay, L.J., said that the defendant in an 
action ought not to be allowed to embarrass the plaintiff by the introduc- 
tion of a third party, unless there was a substantial question at issue 
between the defendant and the third party, which was also at issue 
between the plaintiff and the defendants. It was not necessary that the 
questions between the defendant and the third party should be identical 
with that at issue between the plaintiff and the defendant; it was 
sufficient if there was some substantial question in common, the object 
being that the third party should not be able, after the trial of the action, 
to say that the defendant had not properly defended it. In the present 
case his lordship was of opinion that there was only a very trifling ques- 
tion common to the dispute between the plaintiff and the defendants and 
the dispute between them and the third party, and the only effect of 
introducing the third party would be to embarrass the plaintiff. 
Looiezy, L.J., concurred. He said that the third-party rules had been 
found to be really efficacious only in very simple cases. And he intimated 
that those rules are about to be altered.—Souicrrors, Miller, Wiggins, ¢§ 
Naylor ; J. W. Sykes; C. W. Stevens. 





PortTIoNS CHARGED ON Lanp—Rartez or InTEREstT—Lanps in IrELAND— 
Ricut or Apporntor to Fix Rats or Inrerest.—In a case of Balfour v. 
Cooper, before the Court of Appeal on the 6th inst., the question arose 
what rate of interest ought to be allowed on portions for children 
charged by a marriage settlement on lands in Ireland. By the settlement 
lands in Ireland were limited (after a life estate of the husband) to the use 
of trustees for a term of one thousand years upon trust to raise certain 
sums of money by way of portions for the younger children of the marriage, 
to be divided between them in such shares as the husband should 
appoint. Nothing was said as to the interest which was to be paid on the 
at gar from the time at which they should become raisable. After the 

eath of the husband this action was brought to carry into execution the 
trusts of the term, and the question arose whether interest on the portions 
should be allowed at the rate of four per cent. or at the rate of five per 
cent. Pearson, J., on the authority of Young v. Lord Waterpark (13 Sim. 
199), held that interest could be allowed only at the ordinary rate of four 
per cent, given by the Court of Chancery. The persons entitled to the 

ions contended that, the lands being in Ireland, five per cent., which 
is the rate of interest usually allowed in Ireland, ought to be given. The 
Court of Appeal (Baccattay and Linoey, L.JJ.) held that five per cent. 
must be allowed, They distinguished Young v. Lord Waterpark, on the 
ground that the settlement in that case included lands both in England 
and Ireland, and that it would have been impossible to give a different rate 
of interest with respect to the English lands and the Ivish lands, There- 
fore the court there allowed the rate of interest which was always allowed 
as to ebanges on land in England. In the present case the land was ex- 
clusively Irish, and the Irish rate of interest ought be allowed. 

The claim to interest at five per cent. was also based on another argu- 
ment. The husband, in appointing one of the portions, had directed that 
it should be raised with interest at five per cent., and it was urged that 
cases such as Lewis v. Freke (2 Ves. jun. 507) showed that the person who 
had power to direct the raising of a portion had power also to direct that 
it should be raised with interest at any legal rate from the time at which 
it was to become payable. Baceautay, L.J., said that in those cases there 
was merely a power to charge an estate with a sum of money, and they did 
not apply to the case of a trust to raise a certain sum in all events, there 
being added a. power for a third person to direct how that sum should be 
mppcrnoned. n such a case the donee of the power could not, in the 
absence of express words in the settlement, authorize the payment of 
interest at a higher rate than that ordinarily allowed by the court, unless, 

eed, he did not by his appointment exhaust the whole capital sum 
authorized to be raised. Lriypiey, L.J., concurred in this distinction.— 
eescreons, Maples, Tcssdale, § Co. ; Horns § Murray ; Aldridge, Thorn, § 

orris, 





Lanps Cravses Consorrpation Act, 1845 (8 & 9 Vicr. c. 18), ss. 23, 
84, 68—Anrnrrration 1n Resprct oF PurcHass-MoNEBY—Time For Pay- 
MENT oF OCosts.—In the case of Capelli v. The Great Western Railway Com- 
pany, before the Court of Appeal, No. 1, on the 6th inst., the question arose 
as to the time when the costs of an arbitration, under section 23 of the 
Lands Clanses Consolidation Act, 1845, become payable. In April, 1876, 
the defendants served the plaintiff with a notice to treat in respect of 
certain lands, and offered to purchase them for £1,700. The plaintiff 
refused the offer, and the parties went to arbitration, with the result that, 
ber, an award was made in favour of the plaintiff of £1,750 and 
the costs of the arbitration. In August, 1881, the allocatur was given. 
Tn September, 1881, the draft conveyance was approved, and the engross- 
ment was sent to the tiff on October 24 for examination. On the 26th 
of that month the tiff issued a writ forthe recovery of the taxed costs. 
The conveyance was executed on December 23, when the defend- 
ants tendered the costs of the arbitration, but they were refused. lage 
» On further consideration, gavo judgment for the plaintiff (L, R. 9 
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Q. B. D. 459). The Court of Appeal (Brerr, M.R., Corron and Bowen, 
L.JJ.) affirmed this judgment. Brerr, M.R., said the effect of the 
statute was that, when the Rane received the notice to treat, he had 
either to submit at once or have the price settled by arbitration before 
the question of title arose, and thus he was forced by the railway company 
into expenses independently of his title. There was, therefore, no injustice 
caused by section 34 of the Act, which says that the promoters of the 
undertaking are to pay the expenses of the inquiry in circumstances like 
those in question. His lordship was of opinion that, in the absence of 
fraud, the court were bound to follow the plain words of the statute. The 
true interpretation of the matter was that the company were bound to pay 
the costs, and that the person claiming them was entitled to them 
whether his title was good or not. The action to recover the might 
be maintained within a reasonable time after the close of the arbitration. 
Corton, L.J., said he was of the same opinion. The cases where the pro- 
ceedings were not initiated by the railway company, but by the land- 
owner, were not applicable. The judgment of the court must be 
understood not to apply to a case of fraud. Bowsy, L.J., concurred.— 
Souicrrors, Mead ¢ Daubeny ; R. R. Nelson. 





Practics — Discontisvance or Action — CouNTER-cLAIM WHETHER 
AFFECTED BY DiscontrnvaNce—JupicaTurE Act, 1873, s. 24, suB-sECTION 
| Sry if, R. aig a case of Eegoum and another v. Don ys pomere i 

ourt of Appeal, No. 1, on the 7th inst., an important point of practice 
arose—viz., whether, where a plaintiff abandons or discontinues his action, 
a counter-claim which has been pleaded by the defendant necessarily 
falls to the ground together with the plaintiffs claim. The defendant 
pleaded a counter-claim exceeding the amount of the plaintiff's claim, and 
the plaintiff finding that his claim was statute-barred, discontinued his 
action and failed to plead to the counter-claim. The defendant then 
moved for judgment upon his counter-claim, and the Divisional Court, 
acting on the decision of the late Master of the Rolls in Vavasseur v. 
Krupp (L. R. 15 Ch. D, 474) refused the application. The defendant 
The Court of Appeal (Brett, M.R., and Bowsy, L.J.) allowed the appeal. 
Brerr, M.R., said the plaintiff contended that the counter-claim was to 
be treated as a defence and not as a cross-action, and, therefore, that on 
discontinuance of the action by the plaintiff, the counter-claim fell 
through. The defendant, on the other hand, contended that the counter- 
claim was a cross-action and that discontinuance by the plaintiff did not 
put an end to the defendant’s rights, and that, even if the counter-claim 
was not a cross-action, it was to be treated as such. To decide in fayour 
of the defendant’s contention the court must necessarily disagree from the 
decision in Vavasseur’s case. Fry, J., had differed from the decision in 
that case, and the Court of Appeal had leant towards the view 
of that learned judge. He (Brett, M.R.) was prepared to dis- 
sent from the judgment of the late Master of the Rolls in 
Vavasseur v. Krupp. The great object of every judge of the Court of 
Appeal was to make litigation as short, cheap, and safe as possible, to 
break down every technicality, and to say that every matter in dispute 
between the parties should be then and there determined by the court. 
All proceedings under a counter-claim were to be treated as if it was a 
cross-action. Ord. 19, r. 3, seemed to bear out that view by providing 
that, ‘‘ A defendant in an action may set off, or set up, by way of counter- 
claim against the claims of the plaintiff, any right or claim, whether such 
set-off or counter-claim sound in damages or not, and such set-off or 
counter-claim shall have the same effect as a statement of claim in a 
cross-action, so as to enable the court to pronounce a final j t in 
the same action, both on the original and on the cross- "7 &. 
If his view of that rule was the true one, the words in ord. 23, r. 
1—‘‘the plaintiff may discontinue his action””—must mean that he 
may discontinue his own part of ‘‘the’’ action, and therefore every- 
thing which could only be a defence would drop with it, but if there 
was anything which might be a defence and also a counter-claim, the 
plaintiff could not effect the discontinuance of that by daronSereag We 
claim. In the present case the defendant, treating the counter-claim as 
still in existence, applied for judgment for want of plea. The P vy 
contended that the counter-claim had gone, and therefore the 
defendant must bring another action. But to allow that would he to 
break through the fundamental rule—viz., that the court would do all in 
its power to finish htigation between the parties before it. The pleading 
should have been as if to a cross-action, and therefore a discontinuance by 
the plaintiff could not deprive the defendant of his rights. Bowsy, L.J., 


was of the same opinion. The source of the error of the late 
ess of the 


defendant could only meet the plaintiff's claim, but after that Act the 
object was to make an end of all disputes between the agente. I 
object was set forth with great clearness in section 24, sub- 7, which 
concluded, ‘‘So that, as far as Lp all matters so in contro’ 
between the said parties respectively may be completely and finally deter- 
mined, and all multiplicity of egal proceedings concerning any of 
matters avoided.’’? He thought a set-off which oyertopped the clain 
was a set-off so far as it was a bar to the plaintiff's claim, but that it 
might be treated as something more—vis., as a counter-claim. He did no 
think, therefore, that a discontinuance by a pene could prevent 
defendant from going on in respect of the ce.—Soxrcrrors, Leuty ¢ 
Bendle ; Helder, Roberts, § Gillett. 


Mayor’s Covrntr—Morton ron New Tariat—Powsr 10 ENTER 
—Jupreaturge Act, 1873, s. 89—Orp, 40, x. 10,—In a cage of Frawt 5. 


City Ofices Company (Limited), before the Court of Appeal, No. 1, on 
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inst., the question arose whether the power given by ord. 40, r. 10, 
applied to the Mayor’s Court, and whether, on a motion for a new trial, 
the judge of that court could direct judgment to be entered for one of the 
parties. On a motion for a new trial, the recorder having directed judg- 
ment for the plaintiff, the defendants appealed. The Court of be 80 
(Brerr, M.R., and Corron and Bowen, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal, and sent 
the case back for a new trial. Brerr, M.R., said the first question was, 
what was the meaning of ord. 40, r. 10—viz., ‘‘ Upon a motion for judg- 
ment, or for a new trial, the court may, if satisfied that it has before it all 
the materials necessary for finally determining the questions in dispute, 
or any of them, or for awarding any relief sought, give judgment 
accordingly,” &. By that rule a power was given to a judge of a 
superior court, if he was judicially satisfied that he had before him 
all materials nece to enable him to come to a decision, to direct 
judgment to be poof accordingly. The question which arose was whether 
that power was given to the Mayor’s Court by section 89 of the Judica- 
ture Act, 1873, which was as follows :—‘‘ Every inferior court which now 
has, or which may, after the passing of this Act, have, jurisdiction in 
equity, or at law and in equity, and in admiralty respectively, shall, 
as all causes of action within its jurisdiction for the time being, 
have power to grant, and shall grant in any proceeding before such court, 
such relief, redress, or remedy, or combination of remedies, either absolute 
or conditional, and shall, in every such proceeding, give such and the like 
effect to every ground of defence or counter-claim, equitable or legal 
(subject to the provision next hereinafter contained), in as.full and ample 
a manner as might and ought to be done in the like case by the High 
Court of Justice.’’ That section enabled the inferior court to grant the same 
‘* yelief, redress, or remedy ’’ as in like case the High Court might grant in 
any proceeding. It had been argued that those words meant any 
**step’’ in any proceeding, but it was evident from the corresponding 
section (section 90), which began ‘‘ where in any proceeding,” that that 
was not the meaning, but that in the last-mentioned section the word 
“proceeding”? was equivalent to ‘“‘action,’’ and not to ‘step in any 
action,’? and by the ordinary rules of construction the same meaning 
attached to the word in section 89. The meaning, therefore, was that the 
inferior court might give the same ‘“‘ relief, redress, or remedy’’ as would 
be given in a superior court, but there was nothing to give the inferior 
courts the same powers to arrive at the granting of such ‘‘ relief, redress, 
or remedy.’’ Corron, L.J., was of the same opinion. Was that which 
ord. 40, r. 10, gave a new “‘remedy’’?? He thought not. It was a power 
given to avoid sending a case back in special circumstances. In the 
present case it had been attempted to give the inferior court power to 
enter judgment, which he was of opinion was not a ‘‘relief, remedy, or 
redress.”” Any ‘‘ proceeding’? must mean any action or suit, and not a 
motion in any action or suit. Bowsn, L.J., concurred.—Soxicrrors, 
Edward Lee ; Masterman, Hughes, Masterman, § Rew. 





Satz or Serrtep Lanp—Investment or “ Caprran Mongy ’?—RAtLway 
Desenture Srock—PurcuasE-MONEY oF Cuarrry LAND soLD To RAILWAY 
Company—Peririon ror Payment ovr or CovurtT—ArFripAviT—SETTLED 
Lanp Act, 1882, ss. 21, 32—Consoxrparep Orpers or Court or CHAN- 
CERY, oRD. 34, Rn. 3.—In a case of In re Byron’s Charity, before Fry, J., 
on the 6th inst., the question arose whether the purchase-money of land 
belonging to a charity, and taken by a railway company under their 
statutory powers, is subject to the provisions of section 32 of the Settled 
Land Act, 1882. That section provides that “where, under an Act incor- 
porating or applying, wholly or in part, the Lands Clauses Consolidation 
Acts, 1845, 1860, and 1869, or under the Settled Estates Act, 1877, or under 
any other Act, public, local, personal, or private, money is, at the com- 
mencement of this Act, in court, or is afterwards paid into court, and is 
liable to be laid out in the purchase of land to be made subject to a settle- 
ment, then, in addition to any mode of dealing therewith authorized by 
the Act under which the money is in court, that money may be invested or 
applied as capital money arising under this Act, on the like terms, if any, 
respecting costs and other things, as nearly as circumstances admit, and 
(notwithstanding anything in this Act) according to the same procedure 
as if the modes of investment or application authorized by this Act were 
authorized by the Act under which the money is in court.’? And section 
21 provides that ‘‘ capital money” arising under the Act, ‘subject to 
payment of claims properly payable thereout, and to application thereof 
for any specially authorized object for which the same was raised, shall, 
when received, be invested or otherwise applied wholly in one, or partly in 
one and partly in another or others, of the following modes—namely (inter 
alia), in investment on the security of the bonds, mortgages, or deben- 
tures, or in the purchase of the debenture stock, of any railway company 
in Great Britain or Ireland, incorporated by special Act of Parliament, and 
having for ten years next before the date of investment paid a dividend on 
its ordinary stock or shares.” In the present case, the land of a charity 
had been taken by a railway company, and the purchase-money paid into 
court. A conveyance to the company had been executed, and the trustees 
of the charity ve a petition asking that the purchase-money might 
be invested in debenture stock of the London and North-Western Railway 
Company. Fry, J., held that the case fell within section 32, and that the 
money could be invested in any of the investments mentioned in section 
21. But he held that the court could not take judicial notice of the fact 
that such a company as the London and North-Western Railway Company 
had for ten years oy paid a dividend on its ordinary stock. An affidavit 
of this fact must produced, and, subject to the production of this 
affidavit, his lordship made the order for investment asked for. 

Another point was this. The trustees had made an affidavit that they 
were not aware of pb pao other than themselves having any right to 
the money, but did not say that they were not aware of any claim made by 


any other person. Fry, J., held that he could net di with 
requirement of rule 3 of order 34 of the Consolidated Orders of the Coy 


that they were not aware of any other c/aim than their own to the money 
—Soxicrrons, Field, Roscoe, § Co. ; Nelson, Barr, §& Nelson. és 





Venvor AND PurcHaseR—WAIVER OF OpEctTions To TiTLE--P 

AND ExpenpirurE By Purcnaser.—In a case of In re Gloag and Mi 
before Fry, J., on the 7th inst., the question arose whether a purchaser of 
land had waived his right to insist on certain objections to the title of the 
vendor. The contract was to sell a house and land for £2,400, “ subject 
to the delivery of a valid title” to the purchaser. The purchaser, with 
the assent of the vendor, went into possession at once, paying £1,500, part 
of the purchase, and he proceeded to expend over £500 in making 
structural alterations in the house. This money was expended before an 
abstract of title was delivered. The delay in the delivery of the abstract 
was caused by the fact that the vendor had not completed his own previous 
purchase of the property, and had not obtained a certificate, which he had 
applied for, from the Land Registry Office of his registration as pro 

of the property. The property was part of a larger estate laid out for 
building purposes, and when the abstract was delivered the certificate of 
registration showed that, though the vendor was registered as the pro. 
prietor of the property with an absolute title, there were certain condi. 
tions annexed to the land, restricting the use of it. These conditions 
related (inter alia) to the nature of the buildings which might be erected 
on the property. The purchaser required that the land should be released 
from those conditions before the purchase was completed, as it was sold 
free from incumbrances and restrictions. The vendor replied that the 
purchaser had notice of the conditions at the time when he entered into 
the contract, and that, therefore, the property was not sold free from in. 
cumbrances and restrictions. And he stated that the conditions could not 
be released. The purchaser then took out a summons under the Vendor 
and Purchaser Act, 1874, asking a declaration that his objections to the 
title were valid, and that a good title had not been shown in acco 

with the contract. On behalf of the vendor (in addition to the objection 
that the purchaser had notice of the conditions when he entered into the 
contract) it was urged that he had waived his right to object to the re. 
strictive conditions, because he had notice of them immediately after the 


the property, and acted as owner of it by making the alterations in the 
house. Fry, J., held that the purchaser had in this way waived 
his right to object to the conditions. His lordship said that 
as to the first point his view of the law was this: that when 
the contract was silent as to the title which was to be shown, and the 
right to a good title was merely implied by law, that implied term of the 
contract could be rebutted by showing that the purchaser had had notice 
that the vendor could not make out a good title. That notice would, in 
such a case, repeal the purchaser’s implied right to require a good title, 
But, if the contract expressly provided that a good title should be shown, 
then a notice that the vendor could not show a good title would be of no 
avail, because that would be inconsistent with the contract, and, whatever 
the notice which was given to him, the purchaser in such a case was still 
entitled to insist on a good title. In the present case, his lordship thought 


previous notice of a defect of title could enable the vendor to escape from 
showing a good title. As to the question of waiver, his lordship said that 
he thought there was a broad distinction between cases in which the 
contract provided that a good title should be shown, and also that 
possession should be taken by the purchaser before completion, and cases 
in which possession was taken by the purchaser without any express 
stipulation in the contract. There was also a broad distinction between 
cases in which the purchaser took an objection which was removable and 
cases in which the objection was irremovable by the vendor, and was 
known to the purchaser when he took possession. For instance, if the 
purchaser took possession knowing that the vendor had mortgaged the 
property, that would be a waiver of his right to have the mort; id off 

y the vendor. But if the purchaser took possession knowing that the 
property was subject to a right of sporting, vested in some person over 
whom the vendor had no control, the taking possession would be a waiver 
of his right to call for the release of th sporting right, or to repudiate the 
contract if it was not released. In the present case, his lordship thought 
that what the purchaser had done with a knowledge of the restrictive 
conditions amounted to a waiver of his right to object to them. The 
summons must, therefore, be dismissed. — Sortcrrors, Henry Taylor; 
Travers, Smith, §& Braithwaite. 





Cuarity—JURISDICTION—DISCHARGE OF APPORTIONMENT OrDER—8 & 9 
Vicr. c. 70, s. 22.—In the case of In re The Campden Charities, before 
Chitty, J., on 7th and 9th insts., a petition was presented by the trustees 
of the charities and inhabitants and an of the h of St. 
Mary Abbotts, Kensington, under Sir Samuel Romilly’s Act (52 Geo. 3, ¢. 
101) and the Act for the further amendment of the h Acts 
(8 & 9 Vict. c. 70), pra: that certain orders made by the court in the 
years 1849 and 1852, g an apportionment of the charities between 
the original parish of Kensington and certain newly-created district 
parishes made in pursuance of the 22nd section of the Act, might be dis- 
charged. By the 22nd section it is enacted that where the Ecclesiastical 
Commissioners ‘‘ shall have formed any district and ite parish or dis- 
trict under the provisions of the statutes in that , it shall be lawful 





for the Court of Chancery, on a ition being presented two 
persons resident in any ace Bre Ks according to the Act ot 63 Geo, 3, 
c, 101, to apportion between the remaining part of such parish 


of Chancery, and that the trustees must make a further affidavit = 


contract was executed, and after that notice he continued in possession of- 
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have been given to such parish or the produce thereof.’”’. It ap- 
: that, since the date of the orders, the whole circumstances of 
99 parent parish and thé district parishes had changed ; the income of the 
charities having increased from some £668 to some £3,600; the population 
more than caatrapled ; and the district parishes having also increased to 
twenty-one in all. The result of the present distribution of the charities 
was that the richer and less populous districts received a far larger share 
than the poorer and very thickly-crowded districts. All parties interested 


_ were united in their desire to obtain a re-distribution ; but a question of 


great difficulty arose as to the jurisdiction of the court to discharge the 
orders. Curry, J., said that the question was whether the jurisdiction 
conferred on the court by the 22nd section was one which could be 

i from time to time, or whether an order made thereunder, 
apportioning a charity, was not final. The section itself contained no 
express statement as to the finality of the order, and was also silent as to 
the power of the court to from time to time make or vary orders already 
pn? The court must, therefore, in determining the question, have 
regard to the subject-matter and general scope of the Act. The power 
conferred on the court was, in substance, an extension of the power which 
the court had of making schemes for charities, and was in truth a power 
enabling the court to apply that which was known as the cy-prés doctrine 
to cases to which, without the Act, the cy-prés doctrine would have been 
inapplicable. Therefore, to hold that the apportionment was final, would 
be to narrow the operation of the Act and defeat its intention. Moreover, 
in the case of Ex parte The Incumbent of Brompton (2 D. & Sm. 626, at p. 634), 
Parker, V.C., seemed to have treated the provisions of the 22nd section as 
provisions relating to the administration of charities. Therefore, inas- 
much as the court had an inherent jurisdiction to vary schemes which had 
been made by the court itself, he (Mr. Justice Chitty) was of opinion that 
the additional powers conferred on the court as to apportionment were 
likewise variable. It should also be observed, with regard to Sir Samuel 
Romilly’s Act, that the procedure under8 & 9 Vict. c. 70, s. 22, was by 
petition, and the petition was to be presented, tried, and determined 
under Sir Samuel Romilly’s Act. The court was therefore enabled to act 
on petition, and the necessity of proceeding by information was got rid 
of. Notwithstanding that under Sir Samuel Romilly’s Act there were 
strong words to the effect that orders made should be final and conclusive, 
unless aggrieved parties should, within two years from the date of the 
order, appeal to the House of Lords, yet it was unquestionable that the 
court had jurisdiction to subsequently alter a scheme settled on a petition 
under the Act. He was therefore of opinion that the orders now in ques- 
tion could not be deemed to be final orders, and, as it seemed that the 
apportionment in question was wholly inappropriate, and as all parties 
were presumably before him and desired an alteration of the present 

m of distribution, he should direct the orders to be discharged.— 

Licttors, Green § Harteup ; Clabon. 





-Practice—Inrancy—Cusropy or Inrant—ConcEALMENT—ORDER ON 
Person not in Contempr—Jvrispiction.—In the case of Rosenberg v. 
Lindo, before Chitty, J., on the 6th inst., a motion was made on behalf of 
a Roman Catholic bishop and the lady superior of a Catholic home for 
poor children, to discharge an order made by his lordship on the 21st ult., 
and obtained ex parte, requiring the personal attendance of the present 
oeenats in court, on the ground of irregularity and want of jurisdic- 

ion, and also upon the merits, such order not being justified by the 
facts of the case. The order sought to be discharged was obtained by 
the petitioners upon evidence of an infant not being in the custody of its 
parents, and of primd facie evidence that the present applicants were able 
to give information as to the infant’s address. It was contended that the 
order was an unprecedented extension of the jurisdiction of the court, 
for it was an order requiring the personal attendance of persons who 
were not shown to have interfered with, disobeyed, or otherwise offended 
the court, and one of whom (the bishop) was not even a respondent to the 
am for custody, and that the order was irregular and vexatious. 

the other hand, cases were cited in support of the order, showing that 

in all cases where a ward of court was in wrongful custody the court had 
the right to call for information from any persons, whether such persons 
were innocent or not of the offence upon which the order was based, and 
Ramsbotham v. Senior (17 W. R. 1057, L. R. 8 Eq. 575) was referred to as 
exemplifying the generality of the rule by its extension to the case of a 
solicitor who was alleged to have acquired his knco:viedge professionally. 
To this it was replied that the rule had been overstated, Lord Cottenham 
having said in In re Spence (2 Ph. 247, at p. 253), with reference to com- 
pelling a person to disclose the place of concealment of an infant, that 
the court could exercise its jurisdiction over such a person if he had the 
child in his custody, but could not put it in force against parties to com- 
1 them to disclose facts of which they were mere witnesses. In Rams- 

tham v. Senior the person against whom the order was made was a 
solicitor desiring the direction of the court. In any event, if there were 
a wider jurisdiction, it was one which the court would only exercise under 
special circumstances, such as did not exist in the case before the court. 

HITTY, J,, said that the case was of some importance with reference to 
the jurisdiction of the court. The contention was that an order requiring 
pomceal attendance in a case like that before the court could only be made 
n exercise of the court’s jurisdiction in piscine. and that such jurisdic- 
tion would be pat in force only in those cases where contempt was proved 
or reasonable ihood of F crew contempt made out, or where grave 
suspicion of contempt was shown. This was not so. The jurisdiction of 
the court to make the order against the present applicants was based, not 
on any part of the law of contempt, but on the law which related to the 
custody of infants. Without entering into the history of this jurisdiction, 
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fa the district parish any charitable devises, &c., which shall | it was sufficient to say that it had by process of time become a of the 


general jurisdiction of the old Court of Chancery, and had by the Judica- 
ture Act been assigned to the newly-constituted Division as part 
of its special jurisdiction. His lordship’s experience of the practice in 
these cases was that persons were ordered to attend who were fe 8 to 
be in a position to give the information sought as to the place of conceal- 
ment, and, perhaps, the fact that such orders were generally made in 
chambers (questions as to its wards being more usually ined 
by the court in private) had caused the precedents as to 
of the court being less numerous than they otherwise wo! have 
been. The practice was, moreover, to proceed by order and not by 
subpena, and although there was, perhaps, but little substantial difference 
between the two courses, yet the mode of procedure in use had the ad- 
vantage of being more speedy and vigorous and better for a class 
of cases which often required to be swiftly and promptly dealt with, an 
order being, if necessary, rapidly enforceable by attachment. It was 
essential that the jurisdiction of the court should be preserved in its 
integrity. In the case of Ramsbotham v. Senior, the late Vice-Chancellor 
Malins had no hesitation as to the rule in such cases, and although jn the 
report of that case it did not appear that the case of In re Spence was re- 
ferred to, it was most unlikely that the learned Vice-Chancellor had not 
before him so well known a case. The statement by Lord Cottenham re- 
ferred to by the counsel supporting the motion was, moreover, a mere dictum 
which did not directly connect itself with his judgment, and there was 
nothing to be inferred from the case that Lord Cottenham was disclaiming 
jurisdiction, although his words looked like it. They rather meant that 
the case before him was not one in which the court would exercise its 
jurisdiction. He (Mr. Justice Chitty) was ‘satisfied that the object of the 
present order was not vexatious. The bishop had himself assumed re- 
sponsibility in the matter, and taking this fact into consideration, the 
court, without imputing anything improper and without desiring to do 
anything that might appear derogatory to the persons concerned, felt 
itself compelled to uphold the order complained of by them and to dismiss 
their motion, and to dismiss it, if asked, with costs.—Soxicrrors, Harting, 
Son, & Ellis ; Emanuel §& Simmonds. 





Wutt—Prosate—Domictte—Execution Aproap IN Foreren LANGvAGE 
—Foregien Sussect Wipow or an Encuisn Sussect—Rertention or ENGLISH 
Domicrtze.—In the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division, on- the 
5th inst., an application was made, In the Goods of Lady Ashburton, 
for a grant of probate under the following circumstances :—The deceased, 
Hortense Eugenie Claire, Dowager Lady Ashburton, a French subject, 
having her domicile of origin in France, was married to the late Lord - 
burton, who died in 1878. She died at Paris on the 15th of December, 
1882, having on the 30th of October, 1878, while resident in France, 
executed.a will in the French language. The will was executed inaccord- 
ance with the requirements of the English law, but it appeared from the 
affidavit of a French notary public that it was invalid in form and sub- 
stance according to the law of France. The following is a translation of 
the words at the commencement of the will:—‘“‘ This is my will. I, the 
undersigned, an English subject through my marriage, domiciled in Eng- 
land, and residing in France temporarily only, declare,” &c. Evidence 
was given by affidavits of declarations by the deceased expressive of her 
intention to retain her English domicile. A suit had had been instituted 
before the Civil Tribunal of First Instance of the Department of the 
Seine, and a judgment had been given by which it was directed that the 
original will should be delivered to the registrar of this division. It was 
further stated by the affidavits that a grant of probate by this division 
would be acted upon by the French tribunal, and that effect would be 
given to the will as having been executed in France by a person having an 
English domicile. The Duke of Grafton, one of the executors named in 
the will, had since died. The Duchess of Grafton (daughter of the 
deceased) and the present Lord Ashburton were the only persons who 
would be interested in an intestacy, and the former had consented to an 
application for a grant of probate to the latter as surviving executor. 
Hannen, P., observed that the case was of some interest as bei 
converse of the recent case of Bloxamv. Favre (supra, p. 334). ere 
a British subject had acquired a foreign domicile by marrying 
a German, whereas here a French subject had acquired an English 
domicile through her marriage with an Englishman. He was satisfied 
with the evidence that the testatrix had never intended to abandon her 
English domicile, and had in fact never lost it. The validity of her will 
was, consequently, dependent upon the requirements of the English law, 
and, since it appeared that effect would be given in France toa grant of 
probate by this division, he had no doubt that he ought to grant the 
present application.—Souicrrors, Broughton § Broughton. 





CASES BEFORE THE BANKRUPTCY REGISTRARS. 
(Before Mr. Recisrrar Pepys, sitting as Chief Judge.) 
In re Stenson, Ex parte Merriman. 

Proof of debt for work and labour done and services rendered prior 
to date of order of adjudication—Quantum meruit—Rule followed in 
admitting proof. 

R. ©. Stenson was duly adjudicated bankrupt in 1882, and Edward 

Harvey was appointed trustee of his estate. 

On the 15th of November, 1882, Josiah John Merriman put in ‘iheged 
the sum of £105 


of debt against the estate of the bankrupt for 
to be due to the said J. J. Merriman in respect of work and labour dong 
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and services rendered to the bankrupt prior to the date of the order of 
adjudication, extending over a period of eight months, 
m the 25th of Jan , 1883, the trustee gave notice of rejection of 
roof of debt to the creditor and to his assign, Mr. Horace Merriman. 
e grounds of such rejection were stated by the trustee in his notice of 
rejection to be that the creditor had refused to give him proper particulars 
of his alleged debt as and when requested by the trustee so to do; and 
upon the further ground that there was no debt due to Mr. Merriman, 
inasmuch as another person had received bills of exchange from the bank- 
rupt for and in respect of the said services, work, and labour done 
prior to the date of the said order of adjudication, and had discounted the 


same. 

A motion on behalf of the creditor was made on the 20th of February 
Ped, an order reversing the decision of the trustee rejecting the proof of 

ebt. 

It appeared that the creditor, before commencing his engagement with 
the pt, had not entered into any written contract or agreement 
with him, but had been induced to render him his services in respect of 
several separate and distinct matters of business and contracts for the 
purchase, sale, and mortgage, respectively, of certain valuable properties, by 
the distinct promise of the bankrupt to remunerate him amply and 
sufficiently for his time and trouble. 

Herbert Reed, in support of the motion, submitted that the creditor was 
entitled to prove as on a quantum meruit in respect of his work and labour 
done and services rendered to the bankrupt before the date of the order of 
adjudication, and that the sum of £105 was a reasonable and fair 
remuneration, as shown by the evidence of the creditor and the other 
witnesses called in support of the claim, and that the court must say, as 
judge and jury at Nisi Prius would, in an action in the Queen’s Bench 
Division of the High Court what sum would be reasonable and sufficient for 
the work and labour done and services rendered. 

F. ¢, Willis, upon the other side, contended that, in the absence of any 
agreement for a specific sum, and in consequence of the bills of exchange 
having been given presumably in payment and satisfaction of the said 
claim, and, upon a general review of the evidence tendered on both sides, 
the court should refuse to interfere with the discretion of the trustee, and 
should dismiss the motion with costs. 

Mr. Recistrar Pepys, having taken time to consider, said, in givin 
judgment, that the alleged agreement had been established to his satisfac- 
tion, and that he saw no sufficient reason, either in law or fact, why the 
creditor should not prove in respect of it. Sittingas a jury, he found that 
the amount claimed in the proof was a fair and reasonable sum for the 
creditor to claim in respect of the work and labour done and services 
rendered as stated. For these reasons he should reverse the decision of 
the trustee and admit the proof for the full amount, and direct the creditor 
to have his costs out of the estate. 

Solicitors, F. C. Richards ; Rooke § Sons. 








SOCIETIES, 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY 


The following notice of motion has been given :— 

15, Walbrook, E.C., London, April 4, 1883. 

Dear Sir,—I beg to give notice that at our next meeting I shall draw 
attention to the continually increasing obligations laid upon solicitors, 
both by statute and judge-made law, without a corresponding remunera- 
tion, the unreasonable risks and restrictions imposed upon their practice, 
the vexation they receive in the pursuit of their profession, and the un- 
warrantable and groundless attacks that are frequently made upon them, 
and shall move the following resolution :— 

‘That, in the opinion of this society, a greater portion of its funds 
should be devoted to the defence of solicitors in any attacks that may be 
made upon them of an unwarrantable nature, or of a nature which is 
detrimental to tiem and the public interest.’’ 

Ours is the only trades union in the kingdom which prosecutes members 
of its own profession for dishonesty to the public, and on that ground, as 
well as on account of the growing jealousy of the other branch of the pro- 
fession of us, I think it is high time we did something more for our mutual 
protection.—Yours faithfully, Epmunp Kimper. 

I will ask also what steps the council has taken upon the resolutions of 
the last meeting. 

E. W. Williamson, Esq., Secretary, Incorporated Law Society, Chan- 
cery-lane, E.C. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


_ At a meeting of the society, held on the 10th inst., the following 
interesting question: ‘‘ Does the usual clause in conditions of sale pro- 

for compensation for errors of description apply to an error 
discovered after conveyance executed, fraud not being imputed?’ was 
discussed. Mr. W. Van Sommer opened the question in the affirmative, 
and received support from Messrs. J. H. King, Metcalfe, Hicklin, Elmslie, 
O. J. Williams, and Blagg; while Messrs. H. Mossop, R. Mossop, A. 
Austin, P. T. Rhys, and Sprott advocated the negative. On the question 


& | Edward 


LIVERPOOL LAW STUDENTS’ ASSOCIATION. 


The sixth meeting of the session of this association was held at 
Library on Monday evening, the 9th inst., Mr. H. W. Collins, solicito, 
president of the association, being A the chair. There was a laros 
attendance, including many of the leading solicitors in the city. A mog 
interesting paper was read by Mr, W. Cooper, joint registrar of % 
Liverpool County Court, on the ‘‘ Bankruptcy Bill of 1883 as introduca 
into Padiamont by Mr. J. Chamberlain, M.P., and others.’’ After the 
paper, a vote of thanks was moved by Mr. A. T. Squarey, soli 
seconded by Mr. A. Bnght, M.A., solicitor, and supported by Mr. 
Bellringer—all of whom described the paper as one of the clearest and mogt 
ably written they had ever listened to—and was carried by acclamation, 
Mr. Cooper having briefly replied, a cordial vote of thanks to the president 
for presiding, and the other leading members of the profession for t 
presence, brought the proceedings to a close, There were forty. 
members present. 














NEW ORDERS, &c. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION, 
Orper or Court. 
Tuesday, the 10th day of April, 1883, 
Whereas the Hon. Sir Edward Fry, knight, late a judge of her Majesty's 
High Court of Justice, and of the Chancery Division of the said High Court, 
has been appomted a judge of her bar ie Be Court of Appeal. Now I, the 
Right Honourable Roundell Earl of Selborne, Lord High Chancellor of 
Great Britain, do hereby order and direct that all causes and matters which 
are now pending before the said Sir Edward Fry, as a judge of her 
Majesty’s High Court of Justice, be transferred to Mr. Justice Pearson 
and marked with his name. And I do further order that the chief clerks 
and other clerks and officers attached to the chambers of the said Sir 
Edward Fry continue to perform the same duties in relation to Mr. Justice 
Pearson as those which they have hitherto performed for the said Sir 
Fry. And I do further order that so much of the Order dated the 
24th of October, 1882, as directs that no cause or matter should be 
to the said Mr. Justice Pearson, by the same being marked with his name, 
be discharged. And this order is to be drawn up by the registrar and set 
up in the several offices of the Chancery Division of the High Court of 
Justice. Setnorne, 0. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


The Hon. Sir Epwarp Fry, one of the judges of the Chancery Divie 
sion, has been appointed a eudge of the Court of Appeal, in succession to 
Sir William Balliol Brett, who has been appointed Master of the Rolls. 
Lord Justice Fry is the son of Mr. Joseph Fry, of Bristol, and was born 
in 1827, He was educated at University College, London, and he 
graduated B.A. of the University of London in 1851. He was called to 
the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 1853, and he became a Queen’s Counsel in 
1869. He practised for several years in the court of Vice-Chancellors 
James and Bacon, and afterwards at the Rolls Court. In 1877 he was 
appointed an additional judge of the Chancery Division, and he received 
the honour of knighthood. Lord Justice Fry is the author of a work on 
Specific Performance. He is a bencher of Lincoln’s-inn, and vice-president 
of University College, London. 


Mr. Arcurmmatp Leyrn Sarru, barrister, has been appointed a Judge of 
the Queen’s Bench Division. Mr. Justice Smith was educated at Eton 
and at Trinity College, Cambridge. He was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1860, and he has practised on the South- 
Eastern Circuit. In 1879 he succeeded the present Lord Justice Bowen in 
the post of junior common law counsel to the Treasury, 


Mr. Ronerr Atexanper Krnewaxe, barrister, has been appointed 
Recorder of the Borough of Penzance, in succession to Mr. Alfred Henry 
Stonehouse Vigor, who has been appointed Recorder of Southampton, Mr. 
Kinglake was educated at Eton and at Trinity College, Cambridge. He 
was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1868, and 
he practises on the Western Circuit and at the Somersetshire, Bath, and 
Bristol Sessions. 


The Hon. Watrer Francis Hety Hvurcurson, barrister, has been 
appointed Chief Secre to the Government of Malta. Mr. Hutchinson 
is the son of the late Earl of Donoughmore. He was called to the bar at 
the Inner Temple in November, 1877, and he has been for several years 
Colonia! Secretary for the Island of Barbadoes. 


Mr. Freprrick Epwarp Nicuotson, solicitor, of Doncaster, has been 
pene: a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
udicature. 


Mr. Francis Witt1am Lewis Farrar, solicitor, of 2, Wardrobe-place, 
Doctors’-commons, who has been elected Vestry Clerk of the arin f St. 
rg Mee rag 1ightrider-street, in succession to his father, he late 
Mr. erick Farrar, was admitted a solicitor in 1865. He is also vestry 
clerk of the parishes of St. Gregory and St. Andrew-by-the- Wardrobe, 
and Ward Clerk of Castle Baynard Ward, _ 





being put, it was found there was a majority of four votes for oo 


Mr, Henpeat Buiiook, solicitor, of Gloucester, Stroud, and Ohelten- 
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DISSOLUTION OF 


DrcBY olay a 


Aras Wrtt1am Cam and Paut Moon James (Scarlett, Cam, & James), 
wlicitors, 40, King-street, Cheapside, London. February 3. 
FRANCIS Donsrorp, Cuartes Marsuatt Horr, and Francis Srannury 
Daymen), solicitors, Tiverton, Devon. March 
on by the said Charles Marshall Hole and 


yuan (Dunsford, Hole 
: the practice wil be care 


Francis Stanbury Dayman. 


Anraur Turney Hurcuisoy and Wii11am Neate Rownanp (Huichin- 
son & Rowland), solicitors, Dashwood House, Broad-street, London. 


March 31. 


The surviving members of the firm of Messrs. Jonzs, Buaxtanp, & Son, 
of No, 32, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, having retired, the business of the above- 
mentioned firm will be amalgamated with the business of Messrs. Boxton, 
Rossrxs, & Busx, of No. 45, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. April 12. 


$$ 
—_—--—--___--—- 


ted a Oommissioner to administer Oaths in the 


mee 


Wvarr Dicsy, Arruur Tasor, and Gzorce Brevertey Weise 
Tabor, & Digby), solicitors, No. 66, Gresham-street, 
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PARTNERSHIPS. 


[Gaz ette, April 6.] 


[ Gazette, April 10.] 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT 


Rota oF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 





Court oF Mr. Justice 
Date, Apenat. V. CO. Bacon, pone 
foley, April ..eeseeeee 16 Mr. Cobby Mr. Merivale Mr, Pemberton 
Tuesday seovececececcccce Se Jackvon King Ward 
Wedneeday..crcesecceese 18 Cobby Merivale Pemberton 
Thursday ..secccceccese 19 Jackson. King Ward 
Friday. eeee Kcevkanee Be Cobby Merivale Pemberton 
Vpccccseccccscoccs 21 Jackson King Ward 
Mr. Justice oe” 4 gg Mr. Justice 
Kay. PEgsRson. 
Monday, April ...eseee.. 16 Mr. Clowes Mr. Carrington Mr. Teesdale 
Tuesday secvccee cosevee AF oe Lavie arrer 
Wednesday ...cecsesseeee 18 Clowes Carrington Teesdale 
Thureday ..scccsceccese 19 Koe Lavie Farrer 
Hew so veeecesccerees 20 Clowes Carrington Teesdale 
BY cccccccsee cn neee Koe Lavie Farrer 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 
QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION.—EASTER SITTINGS, 1883. 


NEW TRIAL PAPER. 

Standing for Judgment. 
Abrath v North-Eastern Ry Co (heard 

before Grove and Lopes, 

ley v Scottish Union and National 
Tnsurance Co and e Mut Fire 
Insurance Gorporagion (heard before 
Grove and Lopes, 


For Argument. 
1 Middlesex, Nowell y Williams (part 
heard, May 25, 26, 27, and 28, 1880, be- 
‘ore Lord ‘Coleri e and Grove and 
Lopes, ord Coleridge 
2 Tavernool, Starr and anr v_ Bolland 
(stands over) ° Field, J 
8 Leeds, Crossley and Son v The Mayor, 
&e, of Halifax (S O to be me mentioned} 
wen, 
4 Middlesex, Belt v Lawes (a day to be 
named Huddleston, B 
5 Widdlescs, Batchelor v_ Fortescue 
= heard before Jadttion — 
pes and Matthew, ee Lopes. J 


apes, J 
6 Oemabri Spackman and anr v 
te Age, Mathew. J 
7 Miadicsex, Me oslin and anr_v Martin 
Wells an 


8 Sievic, Masonviake Field, J 
ch, Allison y Daplya and ors 
Mathew,J 
10 Bristol, The Commercial and Central 
Bank, limd vy The Northampton 
Bankg Co limd Grove, J 
11 Bristol, ane administratx &c ad 




















next friend v ve, J 
12 Middlesex, Max ech Bast and : a 
es, 
18 Middlesex, Dixon v Rayner estab 
Field, J 


14 Durham, Williamson y Hutchinson 


J 
15 Manchester, Peace v Horrocks - 
C. Russell, QC 
16 Mewenstle Grey aaa Vv onal: | 
oO an ashington Ole 
hast ‘Go Ry No 22) Denman, J 
v7 a rpool, Crowther y Pe and 


* Gnas 


Glare v Mou ho 


w read 
% Man 





OF JUDICATURE. 


21 Manchester, Shoolbred y Hipale a 


ray, admix v North- 
Eastern ne © and Washington 
Colliery Co (to be argued with No 
16) Denman, 
23 Lincoln, Smith Bros v Smack Owners’ 
Mutual Insurance Co and ors 
Cotton, LJ 
24 Lincoln, fame v Same (to be argued 
together Jotton, LJ 
25 Chester, Jones v Ourling 
CJ of England 
26 Bristol, George v Lysaght and gd 
‘ove, 
27 Bristol, Same v Same (see No 44) 
Grove, J 
28 Manchester, Gresty and Co v _Lon- 
don and North-Western a By Co 
Williams, J 


29 York, Barwick v The Yeadon and 
Guiseley Gas Light and Coke Co 
enman, J 
80 Manchester, Rourke v clas 


liiams, 
81 Manchester, Ennis ond, anr v Gould- 
ing, Daviesand Co ‘Williams, J 
82 Liverpool, Cooper v Davis 


3, 
83 Liverpool, Brown v Fectio das 
Light Co ms, J 
84 Warwick, Thompson v Dashwood, 
Cave, 
35 Liverpool, Ricketts v Birch 
ay, J 
386 Middlesex, Thorne v Woolley 
CJ of England 
87 Middlesex, Wedgwood v Corrall 
Field, J 
88 Middlesex, Fermenia v Worley, 
Gooch and Cousins Field, J 
89 Manchester, Cohen v Wea og 


W 
40 Derby, Wilson v D’Are Baas J 
41 Cardiff, Jones v Cross Brett, LJ 
42 Ca , Same v Same motion for 


ndgt’ Brett, 
Frerpool, Davison v Knowles and 8. 
Williams, J 
44 Bristol, Geo: ¥ veo and anr 
motn for oe Ltt ‘iho’ be aad th 
Nos 26 ve 
45 Vireo Tyson y Furness By 0 


46 Durham, Irvine y Richards 


Personal Advance Co, limd 


Stephen, J 
52 Middlesex, Hunt v Fry Dem 5 
53 Migdieece, Medcalf, by next ional 
hmann and anr Sata J 
54 Middlesex, Munster v Lamb 
‘Williams, J 
55 Middlesex, Brown v Grogan 
Manisty, J 
56 Middlesex, Brown v Crogan te ag 
for judgt 
57 Middlesex, Wakerbath v Bowral of 
Works, St Giles’ District 
Denman, J 
58 Middlesex, Mastes v Swinburne 
LCJ of England 
59 Chemmeneeny Pritchard v oe TT | 10 
60 Middlesex, Trotter and anr, trading, 
Williams, J 
61 Middlesex, Bullock v Sy ge 
Ry Co LOC Jd of England 
62 Lbdee, Carter and Co v Townsend 
and Spearman and the Union Light- 
erage Co (see No 65) Mathew, J 
63 London, Edington vy Madiso 
Field J 


64 Nottingham, Hollins and Cov Ver- 
ney and ors Cave, 

65 London, Carter and Cov Townsend 
and Spearman and the Union-Light- 
erage Co, limd (see No 62) 

Mathew, J 

SPECIAL PAPER. 


For Argument. 
1 Fletcher v The Mayor, &c, of Bir- 
mingham s case (stands for 
settlement 


2 Gallischen v Stewart 
before two judges 

8 Trenchard v Holdway special case 
before two judges 

4 Metropolitan Brush Electric Light 
Co, limd v De Pethonier demr to7 
par of defence 

OP te a 4 Sen. 

1 Bowen v Hall (S O) 

2 HillandanrvCollis _ 

8 Brunton vy Whitaker (8S O notice to 
be giyen) 

4 Tautz v Hammond (8 O) 

5 In the Matter of J H Crump, a Soli- 
citor 

6 In the Matter of an Arbitration be- 
tween Isaac Jenks and the Polsall 
Coal and Iron Co (S O notice to be 
given) 

7 Hunnings v Williamson (S_O until 
after decision of House of Lords jn 
Lynn v Kennedy) 

8 Richards v Edwards 

9 The Victoria Graving Dock Co v The 
Great Eastern Ry Co 

10 Same v Same 

11 In the Matter of an Arbitration be- 
tween the Countess Mary Ossalinsky 
and ;the Mayor, &c, of Manchester 
to stand 1st for ist day of sittings 

12 Ainsworth y Great Northern Ry Co 
Co motn for judgt 

13 Belville v Sanderson 

14 Duff v Ellis 

15 Lenham and ors, Petnrs v Barber, 


special case 


espt 

16 Havite, Petnr v Shaw Respt 

17 Same, Petnr vy Shaw, Respt 

18 The British Electric Light Co, limd 
and The Electric Power Co, limd v 
The Anglo-American Brush Elec- 
tric Light Corporation, limd 

19 Walker and anr, trustee, &c v Smith 

20 In re G. Castle, gentleman, one, &c 
Bowler v Castle 

21 Hall v Turner and anr 

22 Stephenson, Clarke and Co v Lever 
lever and Co vy Stephenson, Clarke 


Co 
23 Skipper and anr v Digby 
24 Davies v Witty and ors 
25 Ashwin v land anr 
26 Belville v Sanderson and anr 
27 Munster v Railton and Co 
28 Emerson y Sharp 
29 B Lm. Matter of G. R. Jaquet, a 
olicito 
30 The Sun Diesen Benefit Building 


pee V 
82 Holden v South Rastern ” Co 
33 Brydon vy Niebuhr 
34 Holdsworth v Holdswort 
35 In re W Micklethwait, a Solicitor 
36 Taylor v 8mith Same y Same 
37 Harfield, trading, &c vy Bulliyant, 
trading, &c 
88 Pearman v_The Rural Sani Au- 
thority of Hemel Hempstead Union 


39 y Ween widow, trading, &c 


41 it ao" Netherlands Steam Boat Co v 





Denman, J 





ee 
wa cine van 


ae re Murphy» Wien 
‘a pn = Te 0 eee 7 ie, 


5 London, up and Co 'v eee 
Steamship | 


Ble 
8 Great Yn 
Aldred, at Yarmouth, aoe Jjs, ad 
9 Peterborough, The Quesp v Eaton, 
Esq, and &¢, and Richards 
Pak ee aide Bow ¥ Borel itt (Samuel 


Birkett, Garnishee 
wrence, 


, The Queen 
and ors, djs, &e, for vergoo! 
12 Tau . The Green ¥ Young, ’ 
d ors, Jjs, & a White 


13 Middlesex. The UU 
and ors, Ji is &ec. and 

14 South ahs ds, The fbb v pardie. 
2 Jjs, &c, and South 

5 Midd) 

District Ry Co 

16 Kingston upon Hull, Great Northern 

Steamship Fishing Co v 

17 ko aoe Watts and ors yv ley 


18 Noweastle ie Lyme, Beech and 
aur vy 

19 Birmingham, "Sinith v Mayor, &c, of 
Bi ham 


irming’ 
20 Middlesex, Brown v Cutler and Sons 
21 Leicestershire, Johnson vy Simons 
and anr 
22 Middlesex, Foulerton vy Duke 
23 Stafford, Brigg v Ben Vv Seanaiok 
24 Lancashire, England 
(Thomas, pn ye t) 
25 Somersetshire, Ebbw Vole Steel, 
Tron and Coal Co, limd vy Cook 
Cardiganshire, Jones vy Jones and 


Wife 
27 Kent, Wickham v P! 
28 Hampshire, Sohoisht Bennett 
29 Carnwan, Precheville v3Souden and 
30 Yorkshire, W R, Dyson and ors v 
Greetland 


31 Sussex, Anscombe v Warden (Good- 
Pw third ime pantz) 
Same v Same (Goodman’s 


32 Sussex 
33 eR rahe, Ye on Queen v The Jus- 


tices of 8 

34 iene Tn re a Winding up 
of the Barnstaple Second Annuitant 
Society, so far as relates to “the 
Share of John Gouldand In re other 
Matters 

35 London, The Queen v Goodlake 

36 Middlesex, The Queen v G 

87 Yorkshire, W. R., The ag v 





kinson, , and ora, J. is &e 
89 Yorkshire, Thewlis v A: 
40 Lancashire, oe ter 
City and District Bank 
41 Northumberland, Davison v Cowan 
42 Yorkshire, es v The Aire and 
Calder Navigation Go 
43 Glamo: , Lake v Routledge 
Pr} Middlesex, Duggan v Turner besa i anr 
= a Turner and Sons y J 


The Queen ¥ Jones, 
‘Es. and and ors Jjs, &c 
47 Der , Cousin v 


Lamb 
48 Kent, <--> v Cocke (Lionel Pinto 
and anr, Claimants 
49 Staffordshire, Fiel and anr v 
Hawley and ors 
50 Middlesex, The ¢ ind Narborough v Nash, Esq, 


and anr, Jjs, an 
51 oe e Queen ¥ <tvomige 5 FF 
ghey, he Stipendiary Mazgis- 


rat 
52 Metropolitan Police District, The 
Q vHJ by. , Metro- 


ian Police 
3 Yorkshire, Tet ® Qasen ¥ Whig. 
‘ord een ¥ 
ham, Esq, Ju Mt Watford Coun 
Court, and Si 


55 Middlesex, The Gueen v Master G ; 
Philip Smith 
56 Chichester, he Queen vy Church, 


Pea, sat Ss, 
57 Middlesex, “The jp bod v Toten of the 
Edmonton County Court, and Dod- 


ington 

oe Queen vy Gale, Esq, 
and ors, Jjs, &c, and Hughes 

o9 Glamarganshire, Weaver eayer ¥ Mayor, 
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60 Lancashire tion ator: 90 Copbetes The iggy iG - H. ia GENERAL CARTERS’ SOCIETY, Windmill Inn, Church gate, 
urvey' a atson and 0; C, an Birnie 
61 Kent wes: Vv en ade = of Ton- | 91 _ oy mo “sf The G Queen v Jus | SLINGSBY WoRKING Man’s BENEFIT SOCIETY, Slingsby, York. ak af 
ices 0! 0. 
oa Patines, Boerne sat stv O'icien 92 New W: v Powning PELSALL HAL FRIENDLY SOCIETY, Pelsall Hall Room, Pelsall, Staff A 
63 Glamoraunahien, oh e Queen v Judge | 93 Middlesex, Binns v Smith (Gazette, Apri 
of County Court holden at Swansea | 94 Darlington, Taylor v Smettem 
and Blundell and ors 95 Middlesex, Townsend v Butler 
64 Yorkshire, The Queen v Judge of | 96 Flintshire, The Queen v Pennan 
oa fy Court holden at Otley and Highway ors, Jj, &e, cok St Asaph 


d anr 
65 Kent, The Queen v Steward of Manor 
of Rusthall and Freeholders’ Com- 
mittee of the said Manor 
66 — The Queen v Lord Mayor, 
&e, of London and Lawrence, Saun- 


ders and Co 
67 Middlesex, London School Board v 


WwW 

68 Yorkshire, Lumb vy Beaumont 

@ Heref fordshire, 1 The Queen v Judge of 
County Court holden at Hereford 


vy See v Gillett 


hborough and anr v 
Dalndon New wtows Urban Sanitary 
Authority 


72 Birkenhead, Thornburn v Maguire 
73 Middlesex, The Queen v Judge of 
Brentford County Court and ors 
74 Herefordshire, e Queen v Judge 
of Hereford County Court 

75 London, The Queen v Sir T. S. 
Owden, Jj, &c, and Gruning 

76 eae, Evans v Toomer, R and 





77 Middlesex. Gibbs and ors v Great 
Western Ry Co 
78 Somerset shire, Green v Duckett 

79 poe The Queen v Recorder of 


80 Momnont hebive, The Queen v Parry 
81 Yorkshir e. e Queen v Judge of 
County Court’ holden at Hudders- 


82 Durham, M‘Giffen v Palmer’s Ship- 
buildin g and Iron Co, limd 

83 Surrey, Grace v Cawthorn 

8&4 Lancashire, Holt and Wife v or 
- Conservative dustrial C 

ra tive Society 

louc estershire, Nurse vy Mayor, &c, 
of B ristol 

86 Surrey, nae v Lafone 

87 oo ae, ip — 22% Om Cox, 

ors, Jjs, be an c 

88 Met Police Dist. House Property 
Trust, limd v Vestry of St Giles’s, 
Camberwe 


Kingston 
Union v Smithers 
99 Cheshire, The Queen v Justices of 
Chester as the County Highway 
Authority 
100 Middlesex, Osborn ha Jackson & anr 
101 — Criminal Court, The Queen 


102 Kent Pembroke v_ Churchwarden, 
&c, of the Parish of Wye 
103 —— Bolton” v Midland 


y Co 
104 Met. Police Dist., lg v The 
Catholic Life and Fire Assurance 
and Annuity Institution, limd 
105 Middlesex, 
106 Hi 
Eastern Ry Co 
107 Middlesex, " Sastoe v The He ~ | 
Rifle Barrel Engineering and 8: 
Arms Co, limd 
108 Cheshire, Lancaster vy Minx and anr 
109 Met, Police Dist., Phillips vy Water- 


110 Cheshire, The Queen v 
nom trar of County Cte of PChoshins 
Skinner 
111 Manchester, The Queen v Chorlton- 
upon-Medlock Union and ors (de 


ates’ Rate 
e i? v The Same 


112 "7 tee 
Almonds’ R: 
113 Peden eas Nootheett y The Devon- 
port Urban Sani Heary pmenorsty 
REVENUE P. 
Attorney-General vy Emerson and ors 
serene by Mr. Justice Hawkins from 


1 Martin, Surveyor of Taxes v Trustees 
of Congregational Memorial Hall 
2 Last, Surveyor, &c v The London As- 
surance Corporation 
3 Blake, Surveyor, &c_ v Impe 
, Natal, and Nova Cros "hy 


4 The Burial Board of Paddington v The 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue 





g 








89 Bristol, Brown v The Bristol Water- 
works Co 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 


Jost Stock 


LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


GREAT aortemt SMOKE CONSUMING AND FUEL Savinc CoMPANY, LIMITED.— 
has, by an order dated March 19, appointed Mr Alfred Audrey 
to be official liquidator. Creditors are required, on or 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to the above. Wednesday, May 23 at 12, is appointed for hear- 
ing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 
MIDLAND Fruit PRESERVING CoMPANY, LimiTED.—Kay, J., has fixed Tuesday, 
April 17 at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of ‘an official liquidator 
LuoaTreD.—Petition for A soggy 3 uw 
April 4, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on Saturday, 


Chitty, J., 
Broad, 35 Walbroo! 
before fy 2, to 


PARTON TITE [Ron COMPANY, 


and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, agents for 
for the ‘petitioner 


eure Bist bebo EsTaTEs AND GOLD MINING CoMPANY, 
"yes April 3, directed to be 
Mason and Edwards, Lincoln’s inn fields, solicitors for the 


itioner 
TRAMWAYS AND LIGHT Rartways CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, LIMITED.—Petition for 
ding w directed to be re-heard before Chitty, J.,on April 
14. Bircham and Co, Austin Friars, solicitors for the petitioners 
Warire Star see din, MINING COMPANY, LimiTEpD.—Petition for winding 
WD. Presented heard before Bacon, V.C., on Saturday, 
April 14 Sanit = Co, George st, Mansion House, solicitors for the petitiones’ 


Frencu Date Corree Company, Limirep.—Chitty, J., 
Mar 1, appointed James Boyes, 42, Poultry, to 4 ‘official liquidator 
LAMBE AND Company, Limirep.—Fry, J., has 
at his chambers, for the appointment of an Official liquidator 
MiLForD aw oh A AREAS AND EstaTE Company, LimiTED.—Petition for winding 
9, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on Friday, April 20. 


up, presented Mar 6, 


5, directed to be 


J.B, 


up, 
ter & 00,4  Walbvook, solicitors for the 6 
Norway Coprer Mines Company, LIMITED okey, 2 
at 12, at ent of an y tan liquida 


his chambers, for the appointm: 
Ox¥ForD BUILDING AND ’ Invesraenr C 


pieeont Ta THEATRE, 


chambers, f iceman at ah ost abe fetal Ik ida 

or ntmen’ 0} tig pmo ic ¥; 
SEVERN VALLEY CoLLIERY Comp. K d 
0 te wel omg wophtigs mabey of an official 


Frrenpiy Socrerires Dissonvep. 
BremincuamM Festrvat CuoraL Society, Birmingham 


RITISH 
a. Mar 90 


JOMPANY, a omg —_ etition for winding 
up, aint Bon, Bedford re &, dioeated te be tent betes Kay, J., on April 20. Philpot 
row, agents for Morrell and Son, Oxfor 


ORKMAN IMPROVED FRIENDLY Society, Townhall, New Frodingham, 


ComPaANIEs. 


ip, presented 
a 14. Clarke 
Bo ton, solicitors 


LuuTEeD.—Petition 
heard before Bacon, V.C., on 


Holden ‘and Haden 


[ Gazette, April 6.} 
has, by an order dated 


fixed Thursday, April 26 at 11, 


has fixed i. Weider, April 20 


rd, solicitors for 
ed Wednesday, April 18 at 11, at his 
ee p nae Geced Age 18 at 12, 
“or Gaxette, April 10,] 
and Midland Institute, 


CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY, 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


ARROWsMITH, Ep Ege are rd, ay od idington ssa Pound v Arroy. 

smith, Chitty, J. ox Tegent 5 oq Fed 
SHARPE, ALBERT Groza, Rego st, St freee g Case Moker, i 
Sibley, 


David "Hyam and Co v 8) itty, J. yeas Dr Tae ct, Old B: 
Smust, ROBERT aim, hay mene reat Ormond st, Queen’s sq. Apr 20. Fo 
. Mallam. le ty) 
ni pees (Gazette, inal 
CrawcouR, ABRAHAM, Foules terrace, Brompton, Gent. May 1. Walter v Cray. 
cour, Chitty, J. Temple, Moorgate st 
ce rd. Woolwich Common, Licensed Victualler. Apr9, 


CHARD. 
Kirk v Kirk Kay, J. Pidcock, Woolwich 
N, Mary, Huddersfield. Apriz7, Taylor v Dickinson, Kay, J. Sykes, 


HLinD 

Huddersfield 
Roperts, SARAH ANN, Topsham, Devon. May 1. Butler v Williams, FryJ, 
Pethrick Exeter 
Savory, Henry Browne, Finsbury Barracks, City rd, Males & in H.M. Amny, 
Apr 27. Barker v Millett, Bacon, V.C. Smith, Ceaven. st, 

R, FREDERIC SIDNEY Scripps, Kingston upon Hull, Wiitelead Manutfac- 
turer. May 3. Tudor v Tudor, Chitty, J. Webb, Argyll * Gacette, April 8} 
weed. Binney Shetields Corn Factor. May 12. Hardingham v Thompson, 

e) 
Word, Ma a = aan Blofield, Norfolk, May 19. Worme v Worme, Fry, 


Tillett. 1 ‘Norwich 
(Gazette, April 6, 





CREDITORS preg 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 
AST DAY OF CLAIM 
ANDREWS, GEORGE JAMES, mchnoie Dorset, Solicitor. Apr 16. Andrews and 


Co, Dorchester 
i | aes , JOHN, Counter Hill, Deptford, Gent. May 1. Sandom and Co, Grace 
Lancaster, Gent. Apr 14. Holland, Blackbum 


chi 
Rated Tomas, Accrington, 
BLETHYN, Mary, Cardiff, Glamorgan. Aprai. Ji ones, C. 
BURROW, ELIJAH Gupern, Liverpool. May 4. Wright and Co, Liverpool 
BURROW, Mary, Live’ May 4. Wright and Co, Tavespos 
ey RoBERT, OMrede gical Engineer. May 1. Eddison and Eddison, 


Copeevene, Purr, Kenilworth, Warwick, Gent. May 21. Twist and Sons, 
oven 

CosTAIN, JOHN, Liverpool, Baker. ane e. Bremner and Co, Liverpool 

CrisP, EDMUND RoBERT, Euston Apr 20. Flavell and Bowman, Bedford row 
Eoart, FERDINAND Gozxa, Gloucester rd, Regent’s park, Auctioneer. May 1, 


a agg and Co, Furnival 
ENsoR, Apr 2. Andrews and (0, 





Fasen ELIZABETH, Dorchester, Dorset. 


Dorcheste: 
JOHN, Medomsley, Durham, Gent. May 17. Francis and Bates, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne : 
GAGEN, ne JOHN, High st, Poplar, Saddler. Apr 28, Blake and Snow, 
College hill, Cannon st 
Garay may, MarrTHeEw, Thearne, York, Farmer. Apr 24. Shepherd and (Co, 
everie 
GIBSON, ERSON, Castleside, Durham, Yeoman. May 1. Maddison, jun, 
Durham 


GOODENOUGH, Colonel OsBORNE Hatt, Belgrave rd, Pimlico, May 10, Farrer 
and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
rite Mary, Newton Abbot, Devon. May 12. Francis and Co, Newton 


Hopkins, JOHN, Cardiff. May 31. Harwood and Boutflower, Bristol 
J pone JOHN, Birmingham, Hooper. Apr 28, Harrison, Ambleside 
Antes, ROBERT, The Laurels, Brixton rise, Esq. Apr 25. ates and Co, Lom- 


J ae 5 ANE, Raglan, Monmouth. May 12. Gustard, U: 
JONES, JOHN — Birkenhead, Cheshire, Boao. June 1, Keightley 


and Wr Live 
JONES, —_™ inchester s oe: Budleigh Salterton, Devon, Gent. Apr 30. Kerly, Great 
LAWRENCE, JANE, Mossley Hill, nr Liverpool, Lancaster. May 1. Field and 


Weightman, Liverpoo 
MorGAN, ELIZABETH Peron. Dawlish, Devon. Apr 24. Po 
Morgan, THOMAS, Mynyddysllwyn, Monmouth, Gent. May 15. James and Co, 


Me “te 
OLLIV. ant Rev ALFRED, D.D., Bishop of Llandaff. May 10. Dunning, 
(at meine st, Westminster ; . # 
Ria, LOUISE CATHERINE, Aldeburgh, Suffolk, Apr 24. Ward and Co, 
Gray’s inn sq 
| pmo ted fumes Fiz, Green st, Grosvenor sq. Apr25. Parkin and Co, New 
84, 
spiel ree FREDERICK DUDLEY, Ickleford House, Herts, May1. Birch and 
ee Latchford, Chester, Gent. Apr 30, Nicholson and Co, Warring- 
STRATON, FRANCIS, Tenby, Pembroke, General. May 15. stokes, Tenby 
SWALEs, SAMUEL, Tollerton, York, Farmer. June 1. er, York 
THorns, James, ‘Skirbeck, Lincoln, J.P. June 15. statinnd and Wigelsworth, 
TOWLE, SAMUEL (end not owme, as erroneously printed in last Gazette), 
viour. = My Barker, 
‘twell, Derby, Farmer. May 1, Hodding and Beevor, 


warty Howton Dene, Nortpumberians. Chemical Manufacturer. May 
1, Stanton and Atkinson, Newcastle ae ee 
RENSTED, Dalston, Gen 7. 


e, jun, Exeter 


SENerED, SWEN, Holly st, Mills and Co, Brunswick pl, 
Yeomans, ELIZABETH, Wollaston, nr Stourbridge, Worcester. June 16, Perry, 





[ Gazette, March 23.] 
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Aponreaty Caureart SrewiEr hae Sern MaRME eens, Seanetoth: as 
12. » Apoakton and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Rcuarp, Hay, nr Bridgnorth, Salop, Gent. April 20. Newill, Wel- 


Otto son er — gel May 24. Taylor and Co, Great J: ames 


peer en Mauer and a She's. Hall et 
GEORG! HEN, White, Bedford row 
feat, WAM, JO: os ou, Bright tomy Santer a. p-, Yo. Trick, Green lanes, Stoke 


veri MaR Tadcaster, York. May 14. xa, Wetherb: 
dare, Rich Right Rev ALFRED, D.D., Bishop of Llandaff. May 10. Dunning, 


mgm, Wasa ‘Woop, osWooD. Bt Margaret’s at Cliffe, Kent, Farmer. Apr 30. 
Eoocke®, da vale, Gent. Apr 30. Scaife, » Edgware 
TLLIAM, —_- st, St Luke’s. Secretary to the oval United Friends 
Apr 23. Child, Sou cell ou, Greg's sinn 
oole, Dorset, Gent. May 2. Steggall and Hooper, 
Mary ANN, Crowndale rd, Oakley sq. June 1. 
Woorron, Epwarp, Pendleton, Lancaster, Ironmonger. Apr 30. Brett and 
Craven, Manchester 
[ Gazette, March 27.] 

Apporr, JOHN, Petaeh, Southampton, Auctioneer. May 26. Watkins and 

"Sackville 
Bupwir, ELIZABETH, Clapton rd, Upper Clapton. Apr 30. Keene and Co, 
aut Somrs Wimpowson, Leeds, Watchmaker. Mort. Arundel, Leeds 
BENNETT, FRANCIS WAL’ Accrington, Lancaster, Watchmaker. May 15. 
Haworth ar and Broughton, Agerington 
Buttock, EDwiIn LUTHER, romwich, Stafford, Ironfounder. May 1. 
sae, and ‘yew ‘West Bromwich 
CAUNCE, JAMES LINNEY igan, Lancaster, Confectioner. Apr 15. Heald, Wigs 
ConRATH, oot Upholsterer. May 


Burgoynes and Co, 


FREDERICK Joun, Boundary rd, St John’s W 
14, ee. South Molton st, Oxford st 
RICHARD ARDILL, 


aati sq, Esq, LL.D. May2. Blount 
and Oo, King st, Cheapside 


ENNOR, Eso, Foreagal. Apr 30. Ellis and Co, St Swithin’s lane 
EsserY, HENRY, Chester. 5. ‘ecoon and Rogers, Chester 
Haynes, E: High 


DALLAS, 


LIZABETH, rentford. Ma: ay 22. Ruston and Co, Brentford 
THOMAS, Bromley, Kent, Gent. May 14. Goren, South Molton st, 


MOxtordst 
HUMPHRYS CE Mary, Resinghem. May 12. Cottrell and Son, Birmingham 


HYeE, JOHN Moons ——— —e Gardens, North Kensington. May 1. Deane 


and Co, So 
ge — Bir ig r. is. Harrison, Ambleside 
; AMES, South inpham, H Booby, Fe ‘armer, June 25. Thorpe and Thorpe, 


N a 
Lynas, JOSEPH, jun, Thorne, York, Grocer. May 1. 
McKenziz, ALEXANDER GEARY, Birmingham, Draper. May 25. Assinder, Bir- 
JosEPH, Cudworth, Warwick, ee can May 23. Assinder, Bir- 


Norman, THomas, Leicester, Gent. June 25. J. and R. Harvey, Leicester 
ha, Roget, Llanarmon-yn- Yale, Denbigh) Gent. May 1. ‘ames and James, 


REDFERN, SOeuPa, Chesterfield, Derby, Gent. May 7. Jones and Middleton, 
Chesterfiel 
JAMES RicHARD, She sawed dene, Brixton, Licensed Victualler. May 1. 
Nash and Field, Queen st, 
yg ottingham. Gcrned Victualler. hang A 12. Neville, Nottingham 
TayLER, TH irmingham, en ms Assinder, Birmingham 
TAYLOR, Winttane, Moor st, Soho, Tobacconis Mar’ 30. Davies, Tottenham 
namo, BENJAMIN, Bradford, York, Gent. 1. Rawnsley, Bradford 
Watias, ROBERT. ew in Bony Moe Wl ay 1. Preston, 
Witiams, WILLIAM FREDERICK, Temple lane, Gent. May 10. Layton and Co, 


Furn Lancaste: 
5 ROnnee, ess, caster, 
Budge row 
(Gazette, March 30.) 


Taylor and Newbone, Don- 


- 8 


° 2 ag 
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LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 


April 5.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Medical Act Amendment; Consolidated Fund (No. 2). 


Bills Read a Third Time. 
Prtvarz Brits.—Scottish Widows’ Fund and Life Assurance Society ; 
Billinghay and Metheringham Light Railway. 


April 6.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Contempt of Court ; Consolidated Fund (No. 2). 


April 9.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Explosives (Committee dispensed with and read a third time). 


April 10.—Royal Assent. 
The ry ot Assent was given to the following Bills :—Consolidated Fund 
(No. 2); National Gallery Loan; and Explosive Substances. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS, 


April 5.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Private Briz.—South London Tramways. 


Crown Lands. 
Bill in Committee. 
my (Annual). 
Bills Read a First Time. 
Bill for prohibiting the sale of intoxicating liquors on Sunday in the 


ony of Northumberland, the city of Newcastle-on-Tyne, and the town 
of Berwick-on-Tweed (Mr. "JERNINGHAM). 
Bill to enable leaseholders of houses and cottages to purchase the fee 
simple of their property (Mr. Broapnurst). 





)*S 


April 6.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Ballot Act Continuance. 
Bill Read a First Time. 
Bill to provide for the repair and maintenance of certain highways in 
the New Forest, in the county of Southampton (Mr. Courtney). 
April 9.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Explosives (also passed through Committee and read a third time). 
April 10.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Private Bris.—Devon and Cornwall Central Railway (Plymouth and 
Devonport Extension) ; East and West Junction Railway. 
Bill in Committee. 
Patents for Inventions (No. 3). 
April 11.—Bill Read a Second Time, 
Private Brit.—Law’s Patent, 
New Bill. 
Bill to amend and consolidate the law of copyright (Mr. Hasrrnes). 








RECENT SALES, 


At the Stock and Share Auction and Advance Company’s (Limited) sale, 
held at their sale-room, Crown-court, Old Broad-street, E.C., on the 12th 
inst., the following were among the prices obtained : —Cankim Bamoo 
Gold Mines, 5s. 6d. ; West Metropolitan Trams, £9 10s.; Richmond Con- 
solidated Mine, £7; Hoover Hill Gold Mine, 4s. 3d. ; Briton Medical and 
General Life Association, £10 shares, £5 paid, £1; London, Edinburgh, 
and Glasgow Assurance £1 shares, 10s. paid, 10s.; Fire Insurance Asso- 
ciation, 13; Oriental Telephone ‘‘B” Deferred, 10s. ; Gaslight and Coke 
‘*H”? 1394; Alabama Bonds, 2 per cent.; and ‘other miscellaneous secu- 
rities fetched fair prices. 








SALE OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


April 17.—Mr. Rosrys, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., pine gy and Leasehold Properties 
and Ground Rents (see advertisement, this week, p. 408). 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTH. 
nym 7, at Woodford Wells, Essex, the wife of George Kebbell, solici- 
or, of a son 


MARRIAGE. 

Ruppock—Gowr1ne.—April 5, at , No age Richard Turner Ruddock, 
solicitor, Great pi to Ellen Elizabe: th, daughter of George Gowing 
Hellesdon Hall, Norfolk 


DEATHS 
Taytor.—April 7, at Beaucliffe, Alderley Edge, George ae of Stalybridge, 


solicitor. 
Tuomson.—April 4, at his residence, 2, Cornwall-villas, Woodridings, Pinner, 
John Scarlett ae of the firm of Thomson & Edwards solicitors, 57, Moor. 


gate-street, aged 82 








LONDON GAZETTES. 
Bankrupts. 
Fripay, April 6, 1883. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 


To Surrender in London. 
Raley, Charles, Alma ter, Fulham rd, Builder. Pet April 3. Murray. April 20 


ati 
nee Robert George, Lupus st, Pimlico. Pet April 3. “Mi April 20 at 12 
Cohen, — Chiswell st, Finsbury, Tin Plate Merchant. Pet Aprils Murray. 


April 20 
Co ore ‘hawin, Golden Cross Hotel, Charing Cross, of no occupation. Pet 
Mu April 20 at 11 
stboume ter, Paddington, Medical Electrician. Pet April 4, 
oe oe ge 17 a 
Hudson, Henry, p tide? ae Strand, Newspaper Proprietor. Pet April 4. 
Brougham. April 17 at 12 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Acres, Percival George, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer. Pet April 3. Ingram. 
Leicester, April 19 at 11 
Beaumont, George, Southport, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner. Pet Mar31. Tweedale. 
Oldham, April 18 at 11 
Obten, Halstead Sayer, Bruton, Somerset. Pet Mar 30. Batten. Yeovil, Apri 
at 1 
Evi poe Tee, Grimston, Leicester, Farmer. Pet April 3. Ingram. Leicester. 
a 
Heaver, Edward, New Thorsten Heath, Surrey, Dairyman. Pet April 4. Row- 
Croydon, April 24 at 
th chard, Liverpool, General Merchant. Pet April 4. Bellringer. 
Woe AP Apel 17 at 12 
Halifax, Farmer. bang be A Gene, 11 
bay «- » Thomas, London 1, Croydon, citor, earl e 
P a 


Tvuespay, April bed oe ig 
Under the Bankrw ptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proots of = to the Registrar. 


To Surrender 
Norris, William, Hest ot, Keane na Cane Pet Feb 15, Hazlitt, April 
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Nurse. ), Bichenond, Keston rd, East Dulwich, Builder, Pet April 7. Hazlitt. 


A ril 25 at 11.30 
oats, . "Halt ‘Spat sgac th park, Lieuténant-Colonel in the Army. 
Pet April 5. —. at 11 

8 rake, illiam, Berm New ra, Wholesale Confectioner. Pet April 6. 


2 
Tumer, Baws ean Baar villas, Staich Greeii rd, Builder. Pet April 6. Pepys. 
Windle, Jo Job, alee rd, Marylebone, Draper. Pet April 7. Hazlitt. April 25 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Blackhurst, Jabez, Tunstall, Stafford, Earthenware Manufacturer. Pet April 2. 
Tennant. Hanley, April 23 at 11 
Cavey, A Arthur, Bradford, York, Innkéeper. Pet April 6. Lee. Bradford, April 
25 


12 

Cuming, Robert Henry, Lostwithiel, Cornwall, Ironmonger. Pet April 7. Chil- 
cott. ‘Truro, April 25 at 10.30 

Forster, William, High Walker, Northumberland, Tailor. Pet April7. Daggett: 
Newcastle, April 25 at 11 

McDowell, Hugh K Ta ey a Baker, PetApril4. Postlethwaite. 
Barrow-in — April 

Neill, George bert, Rotherham, York, Accountant; Pet April 6. Wake. 

Sheffield, gir wat at 


sidcaineetes ANNULLED. 
FRrmaAy, April 6, 1883. 
Brill, Charles, Thistle grove, South Kensington, out of business. April 8 
TUESDAY, April 10, 1883, 
Collins, Samuel Hector, Gloucester, Corn Merchant. April 6 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, April 6, 1883. 
Altham, Robert, Leighton rd, Kentish Topi, Ironmonger’s Assistant. Apr 23 at 
. 8 at.office of Noon and Clarke, Blomfield st 
Arkell, Thomas, Gilbert st, Oxford st, Boot ee. Apr 16 at 3 at 8, West 
st, Fins’ circus. Chapman, Pancras 
Barton, 5 chard West be West Lei; aha Lancaster, Chemical Manufacturer. Apr 25 at2 at 
Cathedral vd, 3 Manchester. Haslam, Manchester 
ery John William Henry, Gt Yarmouth, Fish Merchant. Apr 17 at 12 at 
Guay chbrs, ati ii Quay, Gt Yarmouth. Cowl, Gt Yarmout 
Bennett, Nathan, 4 and Benjamin Cox, en: ; Stafford, Carriers. Apr i8 at 4 at 
office of Warmington and Thompson, Castle st, Dudley 
we James, Hanley, Beerseller. Apr 13 at 12 ‘at office. of Cooper, John st, Tun- 


Darust, Samuel, Otley, York, Picture Frame Maker. Apr 17 at 11 at office of 
Dacre, Park sq, Leeds 

Colley, J ohn, Claines, Worcester, out of business. Apr 16 at 12 at Station Tavern, 
Droitwich. ig and Son, Worcester 

Cooper, Daniel, T: , Stafford, Commission Agent. Apr 18 at 12 at office of 
Neve and Coawele Darlington st, Wolverhampto 

Crane, William, Gloucester, Coal Merchant. Age. 19 "at 11 at office of Henderson, 

Berkele st, Gloucester 

Villiam. York, Box Manufacturer. Apr 18 at 1 at office of Wilkinson, 


cen 

roy sq, Fleet st, Licensed Victualler. Apr 30 at3 
ru office of perl > sant oe dase meri 8 ct, , Poultry knbh oi t Addlesha 

sulkner | Joseph, Manchester, Grocer. pr 17 at 3 at office o eshaw 

irton , Norfolk st, Manchester 

Felsenthal, Adoirh, and Maximilian Felsen’ , Bury ct, St Mary Axe, Dealers in 

Hardware Goods. Apr 23 at 2 at office of eace and Bradley, Grocers’ hall ct, 


Poultry 

Feltham, Robert, Kingsland od ks anemae Victualler. Apr 17 at 3 at offices of 
Prock ter, Princes st, Spitalfields 

Ford, Lewis, and Frederick Clithe row Margrett, Birmingham, Enamelled Slate 
Pettie, tie nin rs. End, 16 at 2.30 at Queen’s Hotel, Stephenson pl, Birmingham. 


Francis, Robert, Beiebton Dasiet Apr 18 at 12 at office of Edmonds and Co, 
Cheapside. Lamb and Evett righton 

Fry, Isaac, Chip: ae, Wilts, Grocer. Apr 20 at 11 at office of Bartrum and 
Bartlett, Northumberland bldgs, Bat! 

Gadd, Mary, Dorking, Surrey, isis house Keeper. Apr 25 at 3 at office of 
Down, South st, rking 

Gauntlett, Kate Irene, Bournemouth, Hants, Dressmaker. Apr 19 at 3 at office 
of Aldridge, Westover villas, Bournemouth 

Glanville, Edward, Oxford, Publican. Apr 18 at 11 at office of Newman, Friar st, 


Graham, John, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Draper. Apr 16 at 3 at office of Faber 
and Faweett, Finkle st, Stockton-on-Tees 

, JO William, Workington, Cumberland, Grocer. Apr 24 at 1 at office of 
ston, Wood , Suffolk, Grocer. Apr 23 at 2 at 
st, tor. Apr 24 at 8 at 270, High Holborn. 
York, Auctioneer. April 20 at 3 at office of 
Butcher. Apr 17 at 12 at office of Davenport 
Broker. Apr 20 at 3 at office of Last and 
Cattle Dealer. Apri9 at 11 at Royal Hotel, 
Suffolk, Engineer. Apr 20 at 12 at King’s 
rd, Chiswick, Clothier. Apr 21 at 1 at office of 


Carnarvon, Licensed Victualler. 
Chamberlain, Llanduds 


Davey, Hi 








Groom, 























ew 
sq 


May 2 at 12 at 
udno 
ailor, Apr 16 at3 at office of Barnett, 
Dealer. Apr 20 at 3 at King’s 
Oldham 
Dresser. Age 20 at 3 at office of 
Howes 
ye 18 at lat City Arms 
and Spirit Merchant. Apr 19 at 11 
5s Corn Merchant. Apr 25 at 3 at offices 
Manufacturer. Apr i6at 
16 at 11 at office of James, 


Stafford, Silversmith, Apr 19 at 12 at office 





ore 


| ae wa attce of ofinfth and Brother Hy 
a = ullen’ Trp emg ted fous oot 


afi syonne, Greceshurch st 


eld, nr Wymondhain, Pisa ee i? i mo at office of Coit 
d Go, lain, Norwii 
Millwaters ain Collett Ja Victualler. Apr 19 at ii % 
Law Institute, bion pl, 
Murch, Jose sonnet ainter. Apr 718 at 12 at office of Sole and Gill, 


pew mci st Devonport 
ohn 
of ae Bee and Co, 


der. ett 26 at Crone 
Southwark 


Pavior, Alfred, Go Islington, Greengrocer. Apr 19 at 8 at office of 


odinge 

Cooper and Co, Lincoln's inn fields 

earce, William’ Sparke and William ‘Thomas Walket, Bristol, Pritt Broken, 
yey 23 at 2 at aT of to ob be, Tiare £6 © 

Pearson, William Vv: istol Apr 23 at 2 at office of Car 
lth bie a Gilet Lavezponk Commission Agent, Apr 19 at 3 at Office 

ames, m, Warwic on . r 

Phillips, Victoria rd, Ashton ‘ si be 


» eating green, B 
aR ey st, Simpson and 


Pickup, Geo Lancaster, Bootmaker. Apr 19 at 3 at office of 
SiS: Clayton, st, Black brarn : Rad. 
Panis Charles, Birmingham, Grocer. Apr 18 at 3 at office of Parr, Colmore toy, 


‘irmin; 
Price, Lewis, Builth, Brecon, Coal Merchant, 
Ee ee eo NST en Guns Richards, | 
0 an 
chants. Apr 93 at 2 at office of Gibson and oe at South J ‘nn sty Lie 
Whitley and Co, Liverpool 
Hichatdsot, Wel William, Ripon, Innkeeper. Apr 18 at 10 at officé of Bateson and 
utchinson, Ri; 
Rippon, Ebenezer P William, Brentwood, Bicycle nt. Apr 2i at 4 at Yorkshit, 
rn y Inn, Hopert, Ai st, Brentwood. Toove: wag tet Portman hn 
Roberta, Ro Amlwch, Anglesey, Grocer. Apr 18 Ly} British Hotel, Bangor, 
2; 


Rollings, y Frnrer ned Newman st, Oxford st, mee Apt 20 at 2 at offices of 


Saxton and Morgan, 29, Somerset st, Portma: 
Rutter, John, and ‘Agnes Rutter, Beb: mn, Chester, Butchers Apr a, at 2 at 
ce of Peter, Town. 


office of Thompson and Simm, Hamilton sq, Birke 

Sambell, Y pb edruth, Cornwall, Chemist. Apr 18 at 11 at o 

Sellars, Jane Edward, Oldham, Hair Dresser. Apr 23 at 3 at office of Battow 
and Smith, Cross st, Manchester 

Shilvock, William, Belbroughton, Worcester, Licensed Victualler, Apr 23 at 42 
at oftice of Corbett, High st, Bromsgrove 

Simpson, Thomas, Hanley. Stafford, Potters’ Gilder. Apr 14 at 11 at office ot 
Ashmall, Albion st, Hanley 

Smith, George William  Notwich, Boot Dealer. Apr 26 at 12at Bird Bolt Hotd, 
St drews st, Cambric e. Curtis, Leicester 

= ey eo a allier, Oxford, Plumber. Apr 19 at 12 at St Aldere st, 

0 este 

squire, eat Sheffield, York, Painter. Apr 20 at 3 at office of Greaves, Norfolk 
row, Sheftield 

Teece, Thomas, Bede, Stafford Ome Proprietor. Apr 24 at 12 at offices of 
Slater and Marsh utecroft, 

Thomson, James, Sunderland, Boot I Damen Apr 18 at 11 at office of Graham and 
Shephard, John st, Sunderland 

Thornton, Henry James, Fulham rd, Nurseryman. Apr 19 at 2 at office of Blach- 
ford and Co, Abchurch lane 

hrewsbury, Salop, Fish Dealer. Apr 16 at 2 at office of Ei. 
wards, Pride hill, Shrewsbury 

Wallace, Jonathan, Middleborough York, Engine Driver, Apr 14 at 11 at office 
of Fowler, Bridge st, Stockton-on-' 7 

h, John, Co Ga, st, Is! m, Provision Merchant, at 8 at 

=) Hawk dlibe cf Holloway, Ball ond i, I dion. Fentons and 
land green 

Weekes, J Jo ohn, Leicester, Pawnbroker. Apr 19 at 3 at office of Shires, cial st, 


Whatley ey “David Mortimer, Portsea, Hants, Cabinet Maker. Apr 18 at 12.30 at 
145, Cheapside. Pelham, Portsea 

Whatmore, Ab , Parente, out of business. Apr 18 at i1 at office of 
Saunders, Market st, Wolverhampton 

Wightman, William C: Crofts, Leicester, Dyer. Apr 18 at 8 at office of Gee and Parr, 
Gallowtree gate, Leicester 

Williams, Arteur, Pesengnem, » Drugeist. Apr 17 at2 at office of Wright and 
Marshall, New st, Birmingh: 

Williams, Robert, Anderton's "Hotel, Flect st, Barrister-at-law. May 1 at Sat 

oftice of Carr and Co, Vigo st, Regent st 

Wiseman, Isaac, Gorioston, | Sulfo Smack Owner. Apr 19 at 12 at office of 
Harmer and Ruddock in, Great Yarmouth 

Wright, Adam John Gat Y, byes Norfolk, Postmaster. Apr 21 at 12 at 
oftice of Clarke, Regent st, G: st, Great Yarmouth 

Wright, William, N ham, Accountants’ Cletk. Apr 25 at 12 at office of Nor- 
man, Middle pavement, sate Mortinckon, 


Apr 20 Ht 1.80 at office of Thoin, 


TUESDAY, April 10, 1888, 

Adams, Edwin, Forest abhi, Kent, Deaier in Pay Goods. Apr 18 at 8 at office of 

ion and Co, Iro: rh, War lane, Cheapside 
ncis, Tamworth, Warwick, Florist. Apr 26 at 2 at Castle Hotel, Tam- 

worth. Avge Tamwort! 

dward, BYond 2 st _bldgs, Liverpool at, Engineer. Apr 23 at 2 at 8, 

Gresham st. Tilling, Devonshire cham ‘ te 

Anesirong,, Benjamin, jun, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, o, Unomich, Apr 23 at 11 at 
office of Hopper, Graitiget, st, Newcastle-tipon-Tyne 

Barnes, James, , Kent, Cab Proprietor. Apr 30 at3 at King’s Head 
Hotel, High st, Hochestéx =— t, Quality ct, Chancery lane 

Barraclough, Charles, and Albe Derrenianah. Ecclesfield, York, Farmers. Apt 
24 at 3 at Ce of Smith and Go, Meetinghonse Hyon Sheitield 

Bel Hotel Thomas Allen, seas, Linootn, ank Agent. Apr 21 at 2.30 at George 
Hote 2 Oey yy. Thimbl eby 

mham, William oe setae a hill gate, Stationer. Apr 25 at 3 at Guildhall 
Coffee house, Gresham st. Piesse, Old Jewry chbrs 

Birch, Samuel Leigh, Newcastle under Lyne, Draper’s Assistant, Apr 20 at 4 
at office of As ” Albion st, 

Bla tend, Alfred, Gt pcan Nag i, fishing Boat Owner,* Apr 23 at 12 at office of 

Wiltshire, South Quay, Gt ¥ 





Baad, Geo , South thtows, Gea Suffolk, lk, Smiack Owner. Apr 26 at 11 at offices of 
ueenst, 
Blyth, Toh ohn \ Laverack, Pod <9  Bedtord, Beer Agent.) Apr 19 at 1 at office of 
"by % sp sq, Welling rough 
James, Whi st, Warehouseman, May 2 at 8 at office of 
onta Back ers 


’ lock B Derbyshire, Milliner, 25 at 8 at office 
ae te ran ume, ea 


ses Wika: Mae toe ede Sa 


Mellows, Westgate, 







a arin pene Apr pie4 


De Ce Eee et Oe RE Ne RRR ey RE OM Ty ee aC encoeoocs @e ey. 8 s.9. 2.2.8.8 2 eee YT 





ut 2 at 


EL Ed GE 


PREEELE 3 


is 
et st, 
0 at 
ice of 
Parr, 
b and 
t Sat 
0 of 
12 at 
Nor- 


fice 
» of 
. of 


April 14, 1683. 
——————— 


dette ea ee Apr 2% at 8 at offices of Last atid Betts, 
ae Innkeeper. Apr 20 at 8 at office of Newlanis, 
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Bradf 


‘ugh Donaldson, Bread 


oe Man 
vern, Gfesham st. Curtis, Old chbrs 


avec, Gt Leek, Stafford, Grocer. 


Hebden 


Wh Ludgate hii 


Se 
Crabb, Eliza 


ne 


werent our, 


Sime 


der PF oachim, and Pierre 
aut ers. Apr 26 at 2 at office of 
and Co. a od A 
elrd, Baker. Apr 18 at 3 at office of Haynes, Bush lane, 


Deig, § Binart, Whi 
Orange st, Southwark 
nt ooo paleo © a 
id Agar, te 


Draper. Apr 25 ab 8 at 145; Cheapside. 
ufacturer. Apr 27 at 3 at Guild- 
pre 23 at 11 at office of Smith; St Hdward 


Rg [ baien Bridge, York, © Prete oe it Metiaboctorer. Apr 16 at 12 at 


Yongb TS eae: Apr 24 at 3 at 


irchin 
beth, Barnstaple, | Boot Dealer. Apr 21 at 12 at office of Thorne, Castle 
Garr ae Pastrycook. Apr 23 at 2 at 83, Gresham st. 


cois Charles Albert Damoye, 
‘urquand and Co, Coleman st. 


B: rd, Carman. Apr 17 at 2 at Masons’ 
age ate hil . 


i ouse st, no occupation. Apr 23 at 8 at office of 
vhg poeta Stafford, Boot and Shoe Dealer. Apr 17 at 3 


4, Manchester 


se ote! lan 
, pen, © Since Mg 8 pee be “d, Draper. Apr 23 at 2 at North Stafford 


ke- 
John, bert, Warrington, 1 
Brook, Leyte ot, 

John, ty Ret t, 


oer Rr ey ny, Penis 


es «gna 


William, Coanhesi Builder. Apr 25 
‘Winchester, Southampton, Gunmaker. Apr 23 at 3 





“renee, Trinity ft Cambridas 
tt Teale ew Bridge 





James 


gton, Canuanted; Jeweller, Apr 24 at 3 at office 
» May 1 at 2 at office of Pullen, Basinghall 


peaigpes, co 


ommission Agent. Apr 19 at3 
Smith, Fenny Strat ford 
Apr 20 at 11 at office of Holmes, Bridge 


25 at 11 at office of Fosters and Law- 


st, Blackfriars. Best and Scotney, Win- 


p orgs bh pen nt Preston, Lancaster, Commission Agent. 
a1 2 at ae ole Dean, Lune st;Preston 
osh Westmorland, Baker. Apr 27 at 12 at office of Wat- 


F Stramonga Kon 
ier, Henry, Staveley, Nae Farmer. Apr 23 at 12 at office of Hirst and 


st, 
Baer, 3 Ji =, Dulwich, Builder. Apr 24 at 3 at offices of Thompson and Light, 









‘Neil of Broadbent, Kirkgate, Bradf 
G pWires gate, Leices 


ety St Neots 


at want, Blows 
sand feral 


see a 
ortsea 





ming ads James Holdswirth, Doderdise, York, Grocer. Apr 19 at 3 at office 
a n, Provision Dealer. Apr 21 at 8 at office of Gee and 
Villiam, St Neots, Huntingdon, Labourer. Apr 27 at 11 at office of Wade- 
files Martin, Portobello rd, Notting hill, Baker. Apr 20 at 4 at office of Young 
Hr 2 Wopegstes, Butcher, Orr, Ls at 11 at Crown Hotel, 
pe aa pe IS Wakes, Apr 26 at 8 at office of 


My ce meta Blacksmith. Apr 28 at 11 at office of 


ames John, Cosham, ee, Ironmonger. Apr 24 at 12 at 145, Cheapside. 


4 
Geos 


and Co, Manch 
enry, Bi 





J a Bickerton, nr Malpas, 
ee the Sportsman’ s Arms, Tatte 


ward, Manchester, Tailor. Apr 26 at 3 at 79, Mosley st, Manchester. 
irmingham, Builder. Apr 20 at 3 at office of Fallows, Cherry st, 


Chester, Schoolmaster. a 27 at 11.30 
. Brassey, Cheste 


,B ham, Cab Brovelever, Apr 21 at 11 He offices "ot Fallows, 


Re Pay ‘New ew Epa 


Bey Watchmaker. Ave 26 at 2 at Hen and 


Durance, Lin Linco! 


harles, af rare ng a, Monmouth, Boot Dealer. Apr 30 at 12 at 


a Parker Commercial st, Newport 
la 08) ‘ern: 






, nr Pont Be. Glamorgan, Bootmaker. Apr 19 at 10 
at of urch § t, Bontrpsida . 


Lewis, Te ohn Edward Sertloah Gl ouceat 
eu mpl 
Lite, Wiig, Gfisinabe named 


tn g Leeds, Potato Merchant, Apr 28 at 11 at offices of Maud, Albion 





- ee Grocer. Apr 18 at 1 at 39, Broad st, 
Apr 20 at 3 at office of Peters and Peters, 


Middlesborough, Wholesale Stationer, Ar 20 at 11.30 at Queen’s 


Stapleton, Gloucester. 
Eas Log pe s 


i 5 









May, 1 ily Lower Sydenham, Kent, 
i] 


poties 
. Apr 18 at 12 a 


poe 7) 
leton 





: Est, C 
= 3 bh 3 at = 








vision Merchant. 
e, ren Publican. Apr 17 at 10 at office of 


ty ae 
oil, Wasipod.”¥ goa, Ni Ae. 23 at | 11 at office of Salt, Market 


Lewis, Middlesboroug! 


, Mason. Apr 18 at 2 at offices of 


larsh, James, and Sa Marsh, Pendleton, Lancaster, Provision Dealers. 
pr 23 at 8 at oftlce of Buleea and Chambers, Dean 


sgate, Manchester 
Builder. Apr 20 at 10 at 11, Stoney lane, 


wton, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. Apr 28 at 11 at office 


High Holborn, Importers of Tobac- 
Core te lane. Slater, Southampton 


ut of business. Apr 23 at 11 at office of 
Apr 24 at 2 at office of Etty, Lord 


ts a Looking Glass Manufacturer. 
i Prop Victualler, Apr 18 at 


Fulham rd, Ironmonger. Apr 2% at 2 a office of Wilson, 
ped ry Halifax, Hosier, Apr 24 at 11 at office of Longbottom, Carlton 
, Jonathan, Edward st, Pane ye rd, Pianoorte Maker, Apr 25 at 3 at 


office of Dod and’ Longstaffe, Berners 





c= iar gon ith Piet hen ama, Ciitton 


okenhy 
olds, W aay ‘olk, Innkeeper. Apr 23 at i at Angel 
soe ie Apr 24 at 8 at Grand Hotel, Broad st, 


ie ieee bale ork, Diaper, Apr 21 at 2 at Queen’s Hotel, 
Se Surrey, . Apr % at 3 at office of 
Riggers, ee 


Edward, Leicester, Travelling Draper. Apr 26 at 8 at office of 


Vilght Be Belvoir st, Leicester 
Robinson, Rote Wigan, Lancaster, Innkeeper, Apr 24 at 3 at office of France, 
a 

Rodway, “Guttoden A Adolphus, Gloucester, Innkeeper. Apr 21 at 1i at office of 
Jackson, George st, Gloucester 

Rogers, John, Oxford st, Tobacco Manufacturer. Apr 30at 2 at office of Allen, 
Carlisle st, Soho sq 

Roper, Tom, Bradford, York, hing, Kee eo oe Apr 16 at 11 at office of 

everley and Freeman, Hustlergate, B 

Rush, Ernest William, South Drogen, Surrey, Tea Grocer. Apr 24 at 3 at office 
of Bilton, Renfrew rd, Kennin 

Sandum, John, Ash next Sandw o’ Kent, Market Gardener. Apr 23 at 3.30 at 
offices of Emmerson and Co, Potter st, Sandwich 

Saville, John, Birstal, York, Farmer. Apr 24 at 2 at Law Institution, Albion pl, 
Leeds, Teale, Lee 

Apr 20 at 2 at office 


Sewell, William Alfred, Palace ” Pimlico, Dealer in Horses. 
Derby, Wine Dealer. Apr 25 at 3 at office of Briggs, Full st, 


of Cogan and Co, Chancery lan: 
8: — , Joseph, Win 
Smith, sche Leonard, Cromhall, Gloucester, Farmer. Apr 26 at 12 at Railway 
Tavern, Charfield. “Benson and C: nter, Bristol 
eneral Dealer. Apr 19 at 3 at office of 


ag 





den, omnes, porgee hill, ber 
Scard, kheath rd, Greenwi: 
Stratford, William Salford Prio: o Warwick, Coal Merchant. Apr 20 at 2 at office 
of Marris, Waterloo st, Birmingham, Britton, Alcester 
Sumner, W: arAWilian, Bolton, Hatter. Apr 20 at 3 at office of Balshaw, Nelson sq, 


Bolton 
Tatlow, * wail, Wirksworth, Derby, Smallware Manufacturer. May 2at 2 at 
Bell tel, Sadler gate, Derby, James, Wirksworth 
Taylor, Sohn, Portobello rd, Nottin * House Decorator. Apr 27 at 3 at 2, 
ssex pk ter, Acton Vale. Philp, st J 
Terry, illiam Henry, Manchester, Photographer, May iat 3 at Mitre Hotel, 


Cathedral Charsvare Manchester. Sims 

Thomas, Owen, Llanelly, Carmarthen, Commission Agent. Apr 24 at 11 at office 
of Johnson and Stead. Church st, Llanelly 

Thompson, Sarah, Bilston, Stafford, Provision Dealer, Apr 2 at 11 at office of 
Dixon and Co, Queen st, Wolverhampton. Lister, Wolv pie 

Turner, Joseph Whitworth, Leeds; Painter. Apr 24 at 3 at office Dalton, Albion 

st, Leeds 

Turner, Thomas, Wells st, Albany rd, Camberwell, Baker. Apr 26at 2 at office of 

Child, South sq, Gray’s ‘inn 





Walters, George, Wolverhanipton, Licensed Victualler. Apr 20 at 11 at office of 
Rhodes, Len st, Oe Ren 

Wharton, Marianne, O: ‘Warehouseman: Apr 24 at 12.30 at office of 
Ward, ‘Broad st, Oxford 


Wheeler, Thomas, Quality ct, Chancery lane; Auctioneer. Apr 25 at 2 at office of 
Cannon, Wool Exc hange, Coleman st 

Whi , John, Trowbridge, Wilts; Boot Maker: Apr 23 at 12 at at office of 
Rodway, Fore st, Trowbri 

—_ J a cme Birmingham, Cabinet Maker. Apr 20 at 11 at 1, Newhall 


t, Birm: Ead 

Wilaman, Peedorick. CHousestan, Beerhouse Keeper. Apr 16 at 11 at office of 
Jackson, George st, Gloucester 

Williams, Hugh, Penmaenmawr, Carnarvon, es Apr 26 at i2at Llandudno 
Junction Hotel, Llandudno Junction. Louis and Edwards, Ruthin 

Winkworth, Leonard, and Edward Worssell, > Reigate, Surrey, Builders. Apr 20 
at 3 at Green Dragon Hotel, High st, Croyd on. Croydon 

Woodward, John Henry, Partney, as Grocer. Apr 23 at 12.30 at office of 
Dyer, Church lane, Boston 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, ESTABLISHED 1626. EDE AND SON, 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, ROBE + be e MAKERS 
Sees Sree. MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 
Pi Racwiie berene Mor preaktn yore 200, 208, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. aT on hank Chasaation Die 


beverage for Breakfast, 
Paper, and inyaluable for Invalids and Children.” 
High! ghly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates, Pays phe se better in all climates, and is four times 
the stren; THICKENED yet WEAKENED with 
starch, _s and In REALITY CHEAPER than such Mixtures, 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

Cocoatiya a La VanILxz is the most delicate, ible, 
cheapest Manilla pa yee | and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibit 

In tin packets at Is. 6d., 3s., 58. 6d., &c., by Chemists 
and Grocers. 

Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 

H. SCHWEITZER & & CO 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 





TOTTENHAM, 

Close to Bruce-grove Gente Oren Great Eastern Railway. 
—Capital ;investments in Leasehold Ground-rents 
secured on well-built, well-let property, situate in 
Devon-road and Circular-ro , amounting to £56 
per annum nett. There isa reversion to ten years 
of the rack rental, prior ~ the expiration of the 
bees ps thus providing for the replacement of capital, 
and a handsome profit in addition. 

BR. ROBINS (of 5, Waterloo-place, Pall- 
gibi will § el the above LEASEHOLD 

GRO UCTION at the MART, 

Tokenhouse-yard, EC. on TUESDAY NEXT, 

APRIL 17, at TWO o ’clock recisely, in Three Lots. 
Particulars of Messrs. ey BE & Bige, Soli- 

citors, Bristol; at the Mart; and of 


At he MART Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on THURS- 
DA EXT, APRIL 19, at. TWO’ o'clock pre- 


M ..2 ah. pe ge (of 5, Waterloo.place, Pall- 
will SELL the following FREEHOLD 
and LEASEHOLD —_ PERTIES : 

HIGHGATE, No. The Grove.—A a 

situate old-fashi onea Family Residence, commandin, 
an Uninterrupted an and odiiedivs panoramic view at 
the beautiful surrounding country. The residence, 
which is within ten minutes’ walk of hgate 
Station, contains a large square entrance hall, g 
room, wing room, library, boudoir or schoolroom, 
twelve bed and dressing rooms, bath room, and good 
offices. There is a long m in the rear. The 
stabling is of wegen | erection, and is fitted up in a 
all modern pop egy | 

» loose bo 

-rooms over. Special 
of the 
works —e 
en supervised b mn competent poet The cele- 
supervised hool is ws adjacent, affording 
educational advan’ of the highest order at 
moderate cost.—Vendor’s Solicitors Messrs. Lake, 
et & Lake, 10, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, 


SYDENHAM.—Nos. 1 and 2, hi ge = (close to 
the Penge Station on the L. C. and Railway), pair 
of neat Freehold Residences, = ‘containing nine 
rooms. One let at £30, the other with possession. In 
one lot. By order of the — mse endor’s Solici- 
tor, Gilbert Robins, -, 11, Pancras-lane, E.C. 

TTERSEA PARK ROAD.—Leasehold temo | 
ouse, No. 8, Peveril-street, containing seven 

d wash-house. Annual value £36. Term 82 

Ground-rent £4 10s, With possession.—Ven- 

Xor's i, Messrs. wa & Bayliffe, 1, Raymond- 


8 
WH VE ROAD, — — Highly - desirable 
Leasehold tl arising from five Dwelling 
oe situate Nos. 19, "21, 23, 26, and 30, Leverton- 
three minutes’ walk of the Midland 
Railway Station. Es oo med from old-standing ten- 
ants, £43 per annum. Held for 58 years, at low ground- 
rents. In five lots. wtchn * ed Solicitor, Henry May, 
Tm. x 14, Saidensute 
Particulars of the rire Solicitors ; at the Mart ; 

and of Mr. Robins. 


~~ for the fle of aterary Property Musi d 
or 

orks of Art, 47, LEICESTE SQUARE, LONDON, 
Mzsses. PUTTICK & SIMPSON beg tc 


announce that the above atest tate 
the reception of all kinds of Literary and Property, 
Wye 








Musical &&., epee nh for + in me by Auction, 
Mesers. P. & 8. feel ren: Som wledge 
(gained only by lon Perienco) ex onl the oan the extensive con- 
nection ontavel by bea sufficient guarantee 


> saan ond cleae tae that such property entrusted te 
their care will be arranged for sale i thao most advan- 


tages manner. 
——_ Probate or Legacy Duty, or for Public 


or Private 
EetaBLisuen (1m Piccapi1x) 1794. 


AMPTON & SONS make NO CHARGE 


for pouting lars in their FREE NORTeLE 
BEGISTER of ATES, TOWN and COUN 
HOUSES, Furnished or ge amy or for Bale, to i. 
GRA at their or post-free for two stam 


Published on the Ist of the month, and particulars or 
insertion should be sent not later than five days previcns 
to end of preceding month. 
Valuations for Probate and Transfer. 
‘and Auction Offices, 6, Pail Mall East’. 8,W, 


 seencng ad ane Us eng a for entirely Fur- 
TING, on DECORATING, & HO Usk REPAIRS.— 


aeret © Oak Furni uctions from Ancient 
D 5 ee ee ta including Bedstead and 
Bedding, from £7 10s. per set. 
THIRTY LARGE SHOW ROOMS, 


re: THEXTON, & PEART, 


and 204, Tottenham Court-road, London, W. 
a B. 5 Householl Furniture Warehoused or Removed 
on reasonable terms 


ESSRS. JOHNSON & DYMOND beg 

to announce that their SALES by AUCTION of 

Plate, Watches, Chains, Jewellery, Precious Stones, &c., 

-. held on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays, and 
ridays. 

The attention of Solicitors, Executors, Trustees, and 
others is particularly called to this ready msans for the 
disposal of property of deceased and other vlients. 

In consequence of the che ig ted of their Sales, Messrs. 
J. & D, are enabled to include large or small quantities at 
short notice (if required). 

Valuations for Probate or Transfer. Terms on appli- 
cation to the City Auction Rooms (established 1793), 38 
and 39, Gracechurch-street, E.C. 

Messrs. Johnson & Dymond beg to notify that the'r 
Auction Sales of Wearing Apparel, Piece ouse- 
hold and Office Furniture, Carpets, Bedding, &e., are 
held on each day of the week (Saturdays excepted). 


ALF AN ACRE of LAND in Kegent- 
street, London, to be Sold, suitable for a Club, 
Theatre, Picture ery, Concert and all-room, 
Restaurant, Baths, Livery Stables, je gh School, 
Residential Chambers, or Church.—Appl ow 
RUBINSTEIN, 5, Raymond’s-buildings, BN 
London, W.C. 


O SOLICITORS and Others.—Lofty and 
well-lighted Offices and Chambers, at Lonsdale- 
chambers, No. 27, Chancery-lane (opposite the New Law 
Courts), from £15 per annum per room.—Apply to Messrs. 
Launpy & Co., Chartered Accountants, on the Premises. 

















ORNHILL—To be Let, a compact Suite 

of Offices, comprisin four’ floors and cellars in 

basement. Suitable for a firm of Solicitors or Finan- 

cial Agents.— Apply Messrs. 8. WALKER & RUNTZ, 
22, Moorgate-street, E.C. 


| EVERSIONARY and LIFK INTE. 

RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 
or other Securities and Annuities bp dag rg or Loans 
or Annuities thereon granted, by the EQUITABLE RE- 
VERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY LIMITED), 10, 
Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Established 
1835. Capital, £500,000, Interest on Loans may be 


capitalized. 
F. 8. CLAYTON } Joint 
C. H. CLAYTON, § Secretaries . 


NOMMEROIAL UNION ASSURANCE 
J} COMPANY.—FIRE, LIFE, MAS. 
Gari fully subscribed ....... ne deen" 
Life Funds in Bpsciat Trust for Lite Polis 
e Funds in rust for Life Fo cy- 
holders ah san seeceereerevee 
Total Annual Premium Income exceeds .. 
Curr Orricss: 19 awp 20, CORNHILL, LONDON’ TO. 
West Enp Orrics: 8, PALL MALL, LONDON, 8. Ww. 


Q*o¥ and BERKS BANK, OXFORD, 
EstTaBLisHEp 1854, 

Makes CASH ADVANCES to Barristers, Solicitors 

Clergymen, Medical Men, residing in any part of of England 

and Wales. No banking account need be opened 


ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY 
Established 1836, 
FIRE AND LIFE. AT HOME AND ABROAD, 
Hzap Orrices:—LONDON AND ABERDEEN. 























Fire Premiums ... ooo eee e+e £451,000 

Life Premiums .., ooo ove ++» 181,000 

nterest... ove ove ove os 120,000 
Accumulated Funds oe ee oe £2,708,000 

ESTABLISHED 1851. 
IRKBECK BAN K.— 
Be buildings, Chancery-lane, 

Current Accounts opened according to ‘the usual tice 
of other Bankers, Interest one on the minimum 


monthly balances when not drawn below £25. No com- 
mission charged for keeping Accounts. The Bank also 
receives money on Deposit at Three per Cent, Interest, 
repayable on demand, The Bank undertakes for its 
Customers, free of charge, the custody of Deeds, Writings 
and other Securities and Valuab! nables ; the collection () 
Bills of Exchange, Dividends, and Coupons; and the 
purchase and sale of Stocks and Shares. Letters of 
Credit and Circular Notes issued, 

A Pamphlet, ny full particulars, ry oe 

FRANCIS RAVENSO ’, Manager 
Slet March, 1890, 








| Banik Wolv 


To Her ate, ie Lord er woe of. 
h, 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ Gowns, 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSBL’S DI 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY gomus, 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON 
WOLVERHAMPTON CORPORATION STOCK. 


Interest at £3 10s. per cent. per annum. 
Fran tg dae at ce Bank of England or any ee 
oun 


try 
ISSUE OF £600,000 STOCK, 
Authorized by the ‘‘ Wolverhampton Corporation 
Loans Act, 1882. 97F 
MINIMUM PRICE OF ISSUE, fos 94 PER CENT. 
First Dividend, ar Six ec asgg Be ‘terest, payable 
on Ist September, 1 

Trustees or other persons Pee the time being 
authorized to invest mon are in the Hortenees 
Debentures, or Debenture Stock of any Rail 
other Company shall, unless the contrary is p 
by the instrument authorizing the investment, have 
the same power of investing that money in Wolver. 
hampton Corporation Stock (other than Stock for 
the time being represented te a Stock Certificate to 
Bearer) as they have of eros it in the ortongs 
and Debenture Stock aforesai 








ABRIDGED PROSPECTUS. 

The Bank of England give notice that by 
ment made with the Cogparetion of Wolverhamptin, 
under Section 22 of the ‘‘ Wolverhampton C sofaion a 
Loans Act, 1882,” and in a argo of a resolution —— 
the Town Council, they will be p: 
tenders for £600,000 of WW obveshinas? mn Corpo 
Stock, bearing interest at £3 10s. per cent. per a 
payable half-yearly at the Bank of England o or any 
their Country Branches 

The books of the Stock will be kept at the Bank of 
England. Holders of Stock will be able to take out 
Stock Certificates to bearer, with Coupons attached, 
pep mneigee 9 by delive: , at the same rate of ¢ 

exists at present in the case of Government 
Dividend arrants transmitted post, if 
desired, and Transfers and Stock C cates to 
bearer will be free from stam: duty. 

Tenders may be for the whole or any part of the 
Stock, and must state what amount of money will be 
given "tor every £100 of the Stock. Tenders for other 
than even hundreds of Stock, or at a = incl 
ee of a shilling other than will 

accepted. Tenders are to be d delivered at the 
Chict ef Cashier’s Office, Bank of England, before = 
o’clock, on Tuesday, the 17th day of Apel, 
Tenders at different prices must be on separate forms, 
The amount of Stock applied for must be written on 
the outside of the tender. 

The minimum price, below which no tender will be 
a ted, has Deen fixed at £94 for every £100 of Stock, 

eposit of five per cent. on the amount of Stock 
tonderee for must paid at the same office at the 
time of the br of a the tender, and the 
sae, de sonia toa dopants wit be setutuph: mak wae 
ment is e the de 
of partial allotment the balance of the deposit will be be 
applied towards the first instalment. 

n the event of the receipt of tenders mig he | 
amount of Stock than that proposed to be at 
or above the minim -_ F ce, the tenders at the 
lowest ice alemtel be subject to a pro raté 


The mates at which i ee payments on 
account of the said Loan will be required, are a8 


follows :— 
so much of the amount 
tendered and 
as, when nates te to = 
On Friday, April 27, 1888, Reventy-ave Pounds 
gee’ be pal 


pounds of of Stock} ; 
On Friday, 25th May, 1883, £25 per cent. ; 

Oe Fee, Bk yuo aa aca 

The instaXmente on tae in full on or after the 
27th | aoe, 1888, under Gadens at the rate of £3 10s. 
Sake pee eT 
men of an 
: wd patatients previously paid will be liable to 
orfeiture 

Interest will be payable ist March and 1st Beg 
tember in each year, and six months’ interest, 
culated on the total amounbot the 8 Stock, will be paid 


on = J ist Se eet will be tn 


om for the onal rece 

ane fort Ne provi be inscribed iaithe Bank books on or 
after the earth rey, 1883, but Beip paid © up in full, in 
antici = y be inscribed fo: 

No will t be received unless upon the printed 
form, hich can be obtained at the Chief Cashier's 

ees, nan of England; of a Messrs. Mullens, Mar- 

8) 0, rokers, 4, mbard-street, 
don, E, G. ‘ of the Borough Accountant, Lowa Hal, 


— hainptan. London, April 9, 1883, 





ee a ae, ee 


Cis tt ehh Gln & et Oh he Ce 


Qe > a a Te ee” Sees 


